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EDITOR’S PREFACE 


Tue volume from which this translation is made was 
published at Leipzig early in the present year, under 
the title Entstehung und Entwickelung der Kirchenver- 
fassung und des Kirchenrechts in den zwei ersten 
Jahrhunderten, nebst emer Kritik der Abhandlung R. 
Sohm’s: “ Wesen und Ursprung des Katholizismus” und 

_ Untersuchungen iiber “ Evangelium,” “ Wort Gottes,” 
und das trinitarische Bekenntnis, von Adolf Harnack 
(Leipzig, J. C. Hinrichs, 1910). 

This volume may be said to consist of five essays, 
all treating of subjects closely connected in primitive 
Christianity. The first essay, “The Origin and Develop- 
ment of the Constitution and Law of the Church in 
the First Two Centuries,” constitutes the book proper ; 
the second, third, and fourth essays, on “ Primitive 
Christianity and Catholicism,” “The Fundamental 
Confession of the Church,” and “Gospel,” form the 
appendices ; while the fifth essay, on “ Word of God,” 

_ appears as a supplementary note. 

This translation differs in some details from the form 
of the original volume. In all cases where references 
are given by the author to modern foreign works which 
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have been translated into English, the English title 
and reference have been substituted. 

Following the example of Dr Moffatt in his excellent 
edition of The Mission and Expansion of Christianity 
in the First Three Centuries, by Harnack, all Greek and 
Latin quotations have been rendered into English. In 
some cases these renderings have been adopted from 
standard translations ; in other cases this has been found 
impossible, as either the books in question have not been 
translated into English, or else their English translators 
have apparently been using a different text from that 
quoted by Harnack. The few Hebrew phrases which 
occur have been transliterated. 

In two cases (pp. 248, 249 of the German edition) 
the editor has ventured to correct wrong scriptural 
references, and in a few other cases to add footnotes, 
which are always enclosed in square brackets and 
signed Ep. 

An apology is possibly due to English purists for 
the use of the word “charismatics” (charismatische 
Personen, p. 19; Charismatiker, pp. 141, 155, etc.) to 
denote “persons possessed of the extraordinary gifts of 
the Spirit”; perhaps this delinquency, if such it be, is 
atoned for by the refusal to anglicise Pneumatophoren 
(pp. 33, 172 note), which is rendered “borne by the 
Spirit,” as though it represented rvevuaropopo: and not 
mvevmaropopot, “Spirit-bearers” (die Geisttrager, p. 184). 
There is, however, nothing in the context to show defi- 


nitely which meaning Pnewmatophoren really represents. 
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The original volume contains no index. It seemed 
hardly worth while to make one for the English trans- 
lation, as a complete analysis is given in the “Table of 
Contents,” and page-headings have been added. 

A pathetic interest attaches to the publication of 
this translation, inasmuch as F. L. Pogson, M.A. 
(Oxford and New Zealand), and sometime Casberd 
Scholar of St John’s College, Oxford, died on Mont 
Blanc as the latter half of this book was being passed 
through the press. It fell to my lot, whose privilege 
it had been to work with him from the beginning of 
this undertaking, to carry it to its conclusion without 
him. By his untimely death, readers in the English 
tongue of the works of German and French scholars 
have lost a conscientious and scholarly translator, as 

the encomiums passed on his admirable renderings of 
_ Eucken’s Life of the Spirit, and Bergson’s Time and 
Free-will, amply prove. 

One who knew him very well can think of no better 
words by which to remember him than those with which 
Matthew Arnold concludes a poem on a deceased friend : 

“With all the fortunate have not, 
With gentle voice and brow, 


—Alive, we would have changed his lot, 
We would not change it now.” 


HENRY D. A. MAJOR. 


CLERGY COLLEGE, RIvoN, 
All Saints’ Day, 1910. 


PREFACE 


Tur following account of the rise and development of 
the constitution of the Church and ecclesiastical law in 
the first two centuries is an enlarged reprint of the 
article “ Verfassung, kirchliche, usw.,” in the Protestan- 
tasche Real-Encyclopidie fiir Theologie und Kirche (third 
edition). Even in its present form what is offered is 
only a sketch, but I hope that no essential element has 
been overlooked. 

_ There is the closest connection between this exposi- 
tion and the criticism of Rudolf Sohm’s essay on The 
Nature and Origin of Catholicism. 'The importance of 
this essay demanded a searching examination. Since the 
points of difference are more prominent than the points 
of agreement, let it here be explicitly stated that in my 
opinion Sohm is essentially right in what he maintains, 
but wrong in what he rejects. 

The three essays which I have added seem to be 
only loosely connected with the investigations into 
the oldest constitution of the Church, but in reality 
this connection is very close. The root of the organi- 
sation of the Church is the proclamation of the Word 
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of God. The Word of God took the form of a 
Gospel. In the Christian preaching at a very early 
period the Trinitarian Confession came to the front 
and gave the new religion its distinctive stamp. These 
were the strongest motive forces in the formative 
period of the Church. Yet we look in vain in theo- 
logical literature for monographs in which their origin, 
their original meaning, and their development are made 
clear. This noticeable gap I have sought to fill, con- 
fining myself, as regards the Trinitarian Confession, to 
showing the motive which led at a very early period 
to a bipartite or tripartite formula. The result of the 
investigations into “Gospel” will be to show that on 
this most important point also the Christian religion 
displayed from the beginning the wonderful many- 
sidedness, elasticity, and capacity for development which 
is the presupposition of its universality. 


A. HARNACK. 


BERLIN, 
December 31, 1909. 
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THE 
CONSTITUTION AND LAW OF 
THE CHURCH IN THE FIRST 
TWO CENTURIES 


INTRODUCTION 1 


Iv no other department of Church history is the opposi- 
tion between the ecclesiastical and the historical stand- 
point so great as in that dealing with the earliest 
constitution of the Church and the history of ecclesi- 
astical law. According to Catholic doctrine Christ 
founded the Church, placed Peter at its head, associated 


1 BrstioeRapay.—The older literature in Binterim, Denkwiir- 
digkeiten, vol. i. 2 (1825), pp. 480 ff. G. J. Planck, Gesch. d. 
christl. kirchl. Gesellschaftsverfasswng, 5 vols., 1803 ff. R. Rothe, 
Die Anfdnge d. christl. Kirche, 1837. J. B. Lightfoot, “The 
Christian Ministry,” in his Commentary on Philippians, 1873. 
A. Harnack, Die Lehre der 12 Apostel, 1884. E. Hatch, The 
Organisation of the Early Christian Churches (London, Longmans, 
Green & Co., 6th impression, 1901); cf. Expositor, May 1887. 
E. Loning, Die Gemeindeverfassg. d. Urchristent., 1889. C. Weiz- 
sicker, Apostol. Zeitalter®, 1892 (The Apostolic Age, trans. J. Millar, 
2 vols.; London, Williams & Norgate, 1894-5). R. Sohm, 
Kirchenrecht, i. 1892. W, Kahl, Lehrsystem des ee ae und 
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with Peter a governing body of apostles, who were to 
be succeeded by the monarchical episcopate just as the 
primacy was to devolve upon the successors of Peter, 
and established the distinction between clergy and 
laity as fundamental. In addition, all the rest of the 
constitution of fhe Church as it exists to-day is carried 
back to Christ Himself, and the only points about 
which there is a minor controversy are: how much He 
commanded directly during His earthly life ; how much 
He ordained as the Exalted Lord in the forty days of 
His intercourse with the disciples; how much the 
apostles added subsequently, led by His Spirit; and 
what less important and alterable additions have been 
made in the course of the history of the Church. In 
any case He founded the Church as a visible kingdom 
(regnum externum), equipped with a vast jurisdiction, 
which has its root in the power of binding and loosing, 


der Kirchenpolittk, i. 1894. J. Réville, Les origines de [épiscopat, 
1894. Dunin-Borkowski, 8.J., Die neweren Forschungen tiber die 
Anfinge des Episkopats, 1900 (contains a full survey of the recent 
literature on the subject). H. Bruders, Die Verfassg. d. Kirche 
bis x J. 175 n. Chr. 1904. K. Liibeck, Reichseintetlung wnd 
kirchliche Hierarchie des Ortents bis zum Ausgang des 4 Jahrh., 
1901. A. Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums 
on den drei ersten Jahrh., 2nd ed., 1906 (The Mission and Expan- 
ston of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, trans. J. Moffatt, 
2 vols, ; London, Williams & Norgate, 2nd ed., 1908). R. Knopf, 
Das nachapostolische Zeitalter, 1905. P. A. Leder, Die Diakonen, 
der Bischofe wnd Presbyter, 1905. Compare the articles “ Ordines,” 
“Geistliche,” “ Priester,” “Synoden,” etc, in the Prot. Real- 
Encyclopddie® ; and further, the relevant works of Hinschius, 
Friedberg, Kahl, Lining, Scherer, Duchesne, Probst, ete. 
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and both pope and clergy derive their authority from 
Him. He entrusted the Church with the right and 
duty of universal missionary activity, and thereby gave 
to her the ends of the earth for her possession, and 
He granted infallibility to her and to her decrees by 
promising that through His spirit He would be with 


her all the days. The Church is thus set over against {\» 


the secular kingdoms of the present and the future as ) 
a kingdom of a unique kind (regnum sui generis), it is 
true, but yet as a kingdom in face of which the 
sovereign rights that still belong to the earthly king- 
doms can have only the most restricted scope and in all 
“ mixed cases” must yield to the decision of the Church. 

But, according to the old Protestant doctrine also, 
the Church is a deliberate and direct foundation of 
Christ, and although the Catholic conception is radi- 
cally corrected by the doctrine that the Church is 
“a congregation of faithful men” (societas fidelium) 
based on the Word of God, yet—in Calvinism and 
parts of Lutheranism — considerable theocratic and 
clerical elements, although latent, are not entirely 
absent. 

Both views have the whole historical development of | 
the apostolic and post-apostolic age against them, and 
besides, they stand or fall with the question of the 

authenticity of a few New Testament passages (especi- 
ally in the Gospel of Matthew). If we put these aside 
—and by all the rules of historical criticism we are 
compelled to do so—then every direct external bond 
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between Jesus and the “Church” and its developing 
orders is severed. There remains the inner. spiritual 
bond, even if Jesus neither founded nor even intended 
the Church.1 And naturally there also remains the fact 
that it was precisely His disciples and followers who 
founded the Church, and that He appointed twelve of 
them as propagators of His teaching and as future judges 
over the Twelve Tribes. But everything that actually 
came about did not arise from any previously conceived 
plan, but, under the given conditions of the period, 
grew automatically out of the brotherly association of 
men who had found God through Jesus, who therefore 
knew that they were ruled by the Spirit of God, and 
who, standing within the Jewish theocracy, believed in 
the realisation of the theocratic ideal through Jesus, 
and for this end staked their lives. On one side these 
early disciples had had a spiritual experience of God; on 
the other side they were members of a definite historical 
organisation, the Jewish theocracy—a tortuous double 
development was bound to be the result! For the seed 
sown, or rather the seed and the soil together, con- 

1 The Church is younger and older than Jesus. It existed in 
a certain sense long before Him. It was founded by the 
prophets, in the first place within Israel, but even at that time 
it pointed beyond itself. All subsequent developments are 
changes of form. It came into being at the moment when a 
society was formed within Israel, characterised by universalism, 
which strove to rise out of darkness into light, from the popular 
and legalistic religion to a religion of the Spirit, and saw itself 


led to a higher stage of humanity, at which God and His holy 
moral law reign supreme. 
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tained in germ not only a society of brethren embracing 
all mankind and living in the fear of God, but also 
the Church in the very form in which it has developed 
in Catholicism, and which the latter represents as 
primitive. 

Among the various critical views of the historical 
development of the constitution of the Church and 
ecclesiastical law which were brought forward in the 
last century, that maintained by Sohm stands out by 
its right choice of starting-point and its logical 
sequence. It marks at the same time the sharpest 
conceivable contrast to the Catholic view (“the rise of 
ecclesiastical law and the constitution of the Church is 
an apostasy from the conditions intended by Jesus 
Himself and originally realised”). The following 
account, which will proceed on strictly analytical lines, 
will show whether this view is tenable. 


CHAPTER I 
Tur Primirive Community. JEwiIsH CHRISTIANITY 


1. Jesus and the Twelve; the Apostles and 
the other Desciples. 
Jesus, after first gaining four disciples (of whom three 
come into lasting prominence), gathered around Himselfa 
wider and a narrower circle of followers—“ the Disciples ” 
and “the twelve Disciples” (or “the Twelve”). The 
Twelve have a Messianic significance, as the number at 
once shows ; they were chosen in view of what was to 
come. Jesus sent them forth once (and perhaps others 
also? the “seventy ”?), while He was still on earth, to 
preach and to heal (though this is disputed by a few 
critics). But perhaps they did not receive the name 
“ Apostles” from being thus sent forth; rather they 
first thought of themselves as apostles and were 
recognised as such after they (first of all Peter) had 
come to regard the Teacher and Son of God as the 
Lord from heaven, and became aware that they had 
received from Him through the Holy Spirit the com- 
mand to preach the Word proceeding from Him. But 
besides themselves other disciples also received a similar 


command. There thus existed three groups, after the 
6 
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followers of Jesus, scattered by the crucifixion, had 
again assembled in Jerusalem: (1) “the Twelve ”— 
“the Eleven,” who completed their number by a sub- 
sequent election (Acts i. 15 f.)—who were regarded as 
the nucleus of the adherents, and, in virtue of their 
appointment by Jesus Himself, as future rulers in 
the Messianic kingdom (Source Q: Matt. xix. 28; 
Luke xxii. 28, 30), were already looked upon as rulers 
of the community, or as the leaders of the “ theocracy ” 
(under the guidance of Peter +); (2) the “ Apostles,” 2.e. 
the missionaries, to whom the Twelve also belonged—it 
was only gradually (here Paul’s view was probably of 
great influence) that the idea of the “twelve apostles ” 
developed, and in the course of the second century 
almost completely obliterated the recollection of a 
larger number of apostles; (3) the remainder, ze. the 


1 Protestant exegetes and historians are inclined to under- 
estimate the position of Peter among the apostles and in the 
primitive community. As early as the time of Jesus he stood at 
the head as spokesman and primus (the Messianic line of thought 
does not admit of a primus among the Twelve ; therefore Peter's 
pre-eminence must be based on his personal qualities and on 
their recognition by Jesus). The fact that he was the first to 
behold the Risen One safeguarded and strengthened this position, 
which was threatened, it may be, by that of James, but as 
regards the Gentile Christians remained unchanged. If it was 
reported in the Palestinian circle, in which the Gospel of 
Matthew originated, that Jesus had expressly declared His inten- 
tion of founding His Church on Peter, and similarly if it was 
reported in the “Johannine” circle that the Risen One had 
entrusted him with the leadership of His flock, it would be a dis- 
astrous weakening of his claim if anyone ventured to deny that 
those who circulated these reports were thinking of a formal 
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“disciples” and “women disciples” (Acts ix. 36; 
Gospel of Peter 50), predominantly Galilaans, among 
whom “early disciples” were soon specially dis- 
tinguished (Acts xxi. 16), and from whose midst the 
brethren of Jesus—with James at their head—from 
the beginning, or at any rate very soon, rose into 
prominence (Acts i. 14).. The Twelve were thus rulers 
(Messianic) and missionaries at the same time, but in 
relation to the believers in the Messiah they were not 
to assert the authority of teachers, for only one is their 
Teacher (Matt. xxiii. 8). 


2. History of the Name “the Disciples of Jesus.” 


The general name “the Disciples” did not last 
long: it could not exist in face of the recognition of 
Jesus as the Messiah, because it seemed to imply too 
little on the one hand, and too much on the other. 
(We find an instance of its being superseded in the very 
name “the disciples of the Lord,” of uaOyrat rod 


primacy of Peter in the cure of souls. It is true he was no 
longer alive when they made these statements about him, and 
the Pauline Epistles and other sources know nothing of such 
a primacy in the cure of souls, however highly they value Peter’s 
_ Teputation and activity. But the thought that Peter’s office and 

reputation could or necessarily must pass to a second and a third 
occurred to nobody, so far as we know, in the apostolic and post- 
apostolic age; even in the second century every trace of such 
| an idea is still absent. The actual charismatic primacy of Peter 
- 1s something which cannot be looked upon as transferable, unless 
for Peter’s benefit we do violence to the fundamental conditions 
and principles of the growing Church and introduce an entirely 
alien point of view. 
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xupiov). It implied too little, because the Risen One 
was no longer only a teacher and prophet, nor in all 
respects merely Messiah elect (Messtas designatus), but 
the Messiah ; it implied too much, because it was bound 
to be understood in the sense of personal discipleship, 
or professional imitation of the Master. It was scarcely 
applied at all to the Gentiles, and even Paul did not 
use it as a general name for all Christians (although the 
Acts of the Apostles does—which is important). The! 
name “disciples” gradually came to be confined to the 
Twelve, and to such as had personally seen the Lord. 
But, while it was specialised, it was also applied after 
the period of the persecutions to those who—because 
Christ had publicly confessed them through their con- 
fession of Him, and because they suffered like Him, and 
thus became His imitators—stood in as close a relation- 
ship to Christ as the disciples who had once been 
personally called. If, in addition, the apologists in the 
second century again call Christ their teacher, and 
themselves and the Christians generally His disciples, 
this is of no importance for the technical use of the 
word. ‘This seeming revival of the oldest relationship, 
as it had existed between Jesus and the earliest 
disciples, is accidental and only apparent, since the 
apologists recognised in Him the manifestation of a 
heavenly Being.1 On the other hand, some importance 


1 In the Apostolical Church Order the name “the Teacher,” as 
applied to Christ, belongs to the fiction that the injunctions are 


to be regarded as apostolic. 
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attaches to the conscious attempts which were after- 
wards made to create within, or in opposition to, the 
larger community, a group of “disciples” who are the 
disciples of Jesus because they are in the strict sense 
His imitators. Here, besides the confessors, the 
wandering and preaching ascetics of the second century 
and, in the third and fourth centuries, the monks, must 
be taken into account. But before the rise of monasti- 
cism Novatian tried to carry through his reform of 
Catholic Christendom by the revival of the conception 
of the disciple and imitator of Christ—it must be 
admitted, in a very insufficient and indeed feeble manner. 
Nevertheless a very old principle finds expression in the 
thought, never entirely lost sight of in the history of 
the Church, that Jesus must have “disciples,” and the 
disciple must be the imitator of Jesus (in His life, His 
works, His sufferings); for, according to the accounts 
given in the Gospels, there can be no doubt that Jesus 
thought of His disciples not only as learners, but, in 
and with their learning, as making Him their example 
(¢mitatores), i.e. as living a life of renunciation, of 
service, and of suffering, although He certainly recog- 
nised besides these a “third order” (disciples who did 
not abandon their own calling and_position)—St 
Francis understood Him quite rightly on this point. 
In giving up the use of the name “the disciples,” the 
community at large, i.e. Christendom, intensified its 
religious consciousness, but at the same time freed itself 
from the duty of the strict imitation of Jesus. This 
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example of development on the part of the whole 
community is only a special case of its development on 
all lines, and, here as everywhere, it is significant that 
Paul played a specially active part in the process. If 
life in the spirit, if faith, love and hope are the great 
essentials, then the general demand for copying the 
details of Jesus’ life (émitatio) need no longer be main- 
tained. With this change discipleship in the proper 
sense falls to the ground. The gain is reaped by the 
freedom of the spirit (bona libertas) on the one side, and 
by ecclesiastically regulated laxity on the other. 


3. The Names used by the earhest followers of Jesus, 
and what they express. The History of these 
Names. The Primitive Community. 

The Twelve, the apostles and the other disciples 
(see sect. 1) together formed in Jerusalem the Messianic 
community of Jesus. They were a group of Jews who 
apparently differed from their fellow-countrymen at 
first only by the fact that they already knew the future 
Messiah, for whose coming in the clouds of heaven all 
looked with longing, and definitely expected His speedy 
advent. But this very crisis contained in itself a multi- 
plicity of new impulses; for thus arose, in the first 
place, the opposition between “believers” and “ un- 
believers,” which was necessarily bound to become more 
acute till it ended in the rupture of every bond between 
the two sections ; secondly, the recollection of “all that 
Jesus had commanded” gave the believers, both in- 
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dividually and collectively, definite guiding-lines which 
led them beyond the Jewish community as. it had 
existed hitherto; and, thirdly, “the pledge of the 
spirit” awakened a heroic confidence and energy, and 
impelled to missionary activity. 

What the members of the young community thought 
of themselves is reflected in the names they used. 
While they heard themselves described and held up to 
ridicule as “ Galilzans,” “ Nazarenes,” probably also as 
“the poor,” they called themselves “the people of 
God,” “the seed of Abraham,” “the chosen people,” 
“the elect,” “the Twelve Tribes,” “the servants of 
God,” ‘the believers,” “the saints,” “the brethren,” 
“the Church of God,” and called their unbelieving 
fellow-countrymen, if they obstinately resisted the 
message of the Gospel and persecuted the believers, 
“the synagogue of Satan.” In these names they ex- 
pressed the idea that they were the people within the 
people who alone are the inheritors of the promises. 
‘Then it was only a question of time till these Christians 
should come to look upon their unbelieving fellow- 
tribesmen, and therefore all the rest of Judaism, as 
having forfeited every prerogative and indeed as forming 
an absolute antithesis to themselves. 

The titles “the believers,” “the saints,” “the 
brethren,” “the Church” (probably also at an early 
period “the holy Church”) are those which took the 
place of the name “the disciples.” All four can be 
proved to have existed in Judaism (for “brethren” cf. 
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Acts xxviii. 21), but there they possessed only a 
secondary significance. 

The believers in Christ called themselves “saints” 
because Jesus had sanctified Himself for them, because 
they were sanctified by baptism and by the Holy Spirit, 
and knew that they were freed from sin and made 
partakers in the future glory. In the charismata, in 
signs and wonders, and in the power of driving out 
devils, they possessed the actual and obvious guarantee 
of. sanctity (this had both a real and a personal 
character; for the former, see 1 Cor. vii. 14, and, in 
general, H. Weinel, Die Wirkungen des Geistes und der 
Geister, usw., 1899). The name kept its place as a 
technical term till the Montanistic crisis—Manchot’s 
ingenious hypothesis, that “‘the saints” had formed 
from the beginning a narrower circle within the Chris- 
tian community, cannot be proved—then the name 
disappears (though only gradually), but always emerges 
again in times of persecution. In its place there sprang 
up holy classes (martyrs, confessors, ascetics, at length— 
in the course of the third century—also holy bishops ; 
the holy apostles are mentioned as early as the Epistle 
to the Ephesians iii. 5, if the passage has been correctly 
transmitted), and the means of holiness (sacraments) 
come more and more to the front, under whose periodi- 
eally recurring influence the Christians, who stood in 
great need of sanctification, were again and again 
sanctified. Men no longer felt themselves holy in the 
sense of being personally pure (as we see by the general 
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failure of Novatian’s attempt to establish a church of 
the “pure”), but they possessed holy martyrs, holy 
ascetics, holy priests, holy actions, holy scriptures, and 
a holy doctrine. 

The marked prominence attaching to the name 
“brethren” is the consequence of the proclamation of 
Jesus (Matt. xxiii. 8). It was given a still deeper 
significance by the addition “in the Lord,” by the 
general description of the whole body as “the brother- 
hood ” (4 aderporns, 1 Pet. ii. 17; v. 9, and elsewhere), 
and by the right granted by Jesus Himself, but only 
hesitatingly put into practice, of including Himself 
among the brethren (Matt. xii. 48; Rom. viii. 29). 
The name “ brethren” is thus a religious title also, and 
does not belong only to ethics. Later, z.e. in the third 
century, the name receded more and more into the 
background (though it kept its place in preaching), 
partly because the actual relations no longer corre- 
sponded to the idea expressed—the Christians were no 
longer an association of brethren—partly because the 
conception lost its force owing to the influence of the 
Stoic conception of brotherhood (Tertull., Apol. 89, 
“ But we are your brethren as well, by the law of our 
common mother nature,” fratres autem etiam vestri 
sumus iure naturae matris unius), partly because it was 
now coming to be reserved, like the name “saints,” for 
special classes of Christians: “brother” or “revered 
brother” was the form of address used by cleric to 
cleric, by confessor to confessor, by confessor to cleric, 
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The name “ the Church” (“ Qahal ”) was the happiest 
stroke which the primitive community accomplished in 
the way of descriptive titles (that it goes back to Jesus 
Himself is not very probable, in spite of Matt. xvi. 18, 
xviii. 17). Paul found it already in use, and indeed in 
three different senses: as a general name for those who 
believed in Christ (first, Acts v. 11, see also xii. 1; 
“those of the church,” of ao Tis éxxAnoias), as meaning 
the individual community (Acts vill. 1; Gal. i. 22), and 
as meaning the assembling together of the community. 
The primitive community took over the most solemn 
expression which Judaism used for the whole body of 
the people in relation to the worship of God (“ Qahal ”— 
in the Septuagint translated as a rule by “church,” 
exkAynoia—is the community in its relation to God, and 
is therefore more solemn than the profaner term 
“édhah,” which is always translated “synagogue,” 
cuwvaywyn by the Septuagint. The adoption of éxcAnata 
is thus to be understood in the same way as that of 
“Tsrael,” “seed of Abraham,” etc. Among the Jews 
éxkAynoia was not so much used as cuvaywyy in the 
everyday life of that period, and this was very favour- 
able for the Christians). The many-sided usage, to- 
gether with the religious colouring—the community 
called of God—as well as the possibility of personifica- 

tion, quickly brought the conception and the word into 
prominence, and the allied conception “the people” 
(6 dads) could not keep its place as a technical term 
as opposed to éxxAyaia. Just because the Christians 
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possessed the title 7 ékcAnoia, it was unnecessary to 
take over the name 7 ovvaywy7, which, it is true, was 
not anxiously avoided (see my note on Hermas, Mand. 
xi.), but yet seldom employed. Just as they were no 
mere body of pupils (in contrast with the Twelve and 
the apostles), so also they were not a synagogue, like 
the Libertines or the Cilicians. They were a com- 
munity called of God and ruled by the Spirit, ie. 
something entirely new, but for this very reason the 
realisation of the old ideal. Epiphanius’ contention 
(Her., xxx. 18) that certain Jewish Christians had 
employed in their own case the name “synagogue” 
(rejecting the name “ ecclesia”) is either incorrect or 
relates only to a later fraction of schismatical Jewish 
Christians who were particularly hostile to the great 
Church. 

The fact that the name “ synagogue” was not taken 
over as a technical term served to distinguish the 
Christians terminologically also from Judaism and its 
religious assemblies (especially in the Dispersion), after 
the inner separation had taken place. From the 
beginning the Gentile Christians learnt to know the 
new religion as “Church” or “Churches.” They could 
attach some meaning to this word (as to the words 
“brethren” and “ saints”), even if they did not take it 
in the sense in which it was understood in Jerusalem. 
The conception of the Church originally contained no 
authoritative element ; but every spiritual entity which 
presents itself as a society partly ideal and partly 
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real contains within itself from the beginning such 
an element: it is “prior to” the individual; it has 
its traditions and ordinances, its special powers and 
organisation. ‘These are authoritative ; in addition it 
supports the individual and at the same time assures 
him of the validity of that to which it bears witness. 
As early as Matt. xviii. 17 even the individual com- 
munity appears as a judicial authority (for this see 
below), and 1 Tim. iii. 15 runs: “the house of God 
which is the church of the living God, a pillar and stay 
of the truth” (ofkog Bed, #19 eoriv exxAnoia Oeov CavrTos, 
aTvAOS Kal ESpalwua THe aAnOetas). ‘ Mother-church ” 
(ecclesia mater) occurs often in the literature of the 
second century. Tertullian has “lady mother-church,” 
(ad Mart. 1: domina ecclesia mater). The greatest 
importance, however, attached to the fact that Paul 
(was he the first?) inaugurated a speculative theory of 
Christ in relation to the Church, which indeed is founded 
on the old idea of the covenant of God with His people, 
but which also necessarily made use of contemporary 
conceptions of zons (since Christ was not God Himself, 
but a divine Being). In this speculation the Church 
became a heavenly and an earthly (because “ mani- 
fested ”) Being at the same time, and participated in all 
statements which were made concerning Christ. The 
Church is in heaven; it was created before the world ; 
it is the Eve of the heavenly Adam ; it is the bride of 
Christ, the body of Christ; it is in a certain sense 
Christ Himself, appearing conjointly with ae from 
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heaven in this final period. What Tertullian has 
summed up in the words “In a company of two is 
Christ, but the Church is Christ. When, then, you 
cast yourself at the brethren’s knees, you are handling 
Christ, you are entreating Christ” (Jn uno et altero 
Christus est, ecclesia vero Christus. Ergo cum te ad 
fratrum genua protendis, Christum contrectas, Christum 
exoras—de peenit. 10)—it is this combination of loftiest 
simplicity and extravagant mysticism which men kept 
before them with greater or less clearness in the widest 
circles and almost from the beginning. It was com- 
forting, it imposed a serious obligation, and it was a 
rapturous thought, full of power from on high, that 
the Christian, as a member of the Church, not only has 
his rights of citizenship in heaven, but is also a member 
of the body of Christ: yet the responsibility grew in 
proportion, and the glorious crown might also be a 
terrible burden. 

The concrete nature of the society found expression 
in the term “fellowship” (xorvwria, a technical term, 
see Acts ii. 42; Gal. ii. 9), and in the common 
meals, which centred round the Lord’s Supper. The 
kowwvia must have extended over the whole range of 
life, and made the name “ brethren ” (adeAgo/) a reality ; 
the common meals set a seal upon this relationship. 
But a further consequence is that ideally the power lay 
with the Church, 7 écxAyota, and a certain equality must 
have prevailed among all the members without prejudice 
to the reputation and the special rights of the Twelve, 
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and others inspired by the Spirit. We do not know 
any details, but we gather from Acts xv. that in great 
vital questions the decision lay with the Church, 
4 €kkAyoia (in conjunction with the Twelve or the 
apostles, as the case may be). We do not know for 
certain what view is to be taken, in this connection, of 
the “synod,” the great assembly of the community (i.e. 
just the éxxAyoia as it appears assembled for action, 
very misleadingly entitled “Council of the Apostles”), 
—whether it met regularly ; what limits were set, within 
this “ synod,” to the powers of the apostles (of Peter), or 
of James, or of the Elders ; finally, whether the “synod” 
at Jerusalem as a permanent institution became a model 
for the Gentile “synods” (2.e. originally, the solemn 
assemblies of each individual community). If the 
formule which Luke uses, Acts xv. 22, “it seemed good 
to the apostles and the elders with the whole Church” 
(doe Tois arocreAos Kal Tois pec BuTEpois GUY OA 
7H ekkAnoia); and xv. 28, “it seemed good to the Holy 
Ghost and to us” (éo€ev To Tvevpati TH Ayiw Kai nuir), 
are correctly transmitted and exact in detail, the synod 
discharged its functions in such a way that it recognised 
that it was an organ of the Holy Spirit. The method 
was that the apostles and elders expressed their views . 
or made their proposals separately, and the commun- 
ity (ro 7AR00s, Acts iv. 32; vi. 2, 5; xv. 12, 30 [in 
Antioch]; [xxi. 22]; does not occur in Paul) agreed or 


disagreed. 
The organisation which had thus taken shape both 
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was and was not a theocracy. It was not a theocracy, 
because all that was earthly was left far below, the 
thought of political supremacy was as remote as possible, 
and, in view of the approaching glorious future, all 
present conditions seemed a matter of indifference. But 
still it was a theocracy, because everything needful for 
their earthly existence as members of an association of 
brethren—whose function it was to propagate the faith 
and to educate the young—was regarded as the govern- 
ance and ordering of the Spirit of God. 


4. The complicated Structure of the Primitive Com- 
munity. The Multiplicity of Authorities. The 
Origin of sacred Ordinances. 

Teachers and disciples (although the consciousness of 
this relationship became less and less vivid)—a com- 
munity living together at the beginning almost like a 
family—the true Israel in whose midst the Lord will 
shortly appear and to whom all the rights and ordi- 
nances of the people of God belong—a heavenly society 
which has appeared in this on only for a short space 
of time: from the beginning all these conceptions floated 
confusedly before men’s minds. Probably never in the 
history of religion has a new society appeared with a 
more abundant and elaborate equipment! The forma- 
tion of a legal code also, which began at once, exhibits 
even in its earliest stages the most complicated structure, 
The earliest community still recognised itself as Jewish, 
ve, it felt itself bound by the authority of the Law and 
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all the contemporary ordinances connected with it; but 
_ in the case of conflict it found itself forced to throw off 
the authority of the tribunal (Sanhedrin) at Jerusalem 
(Acts v. 29, “we must obey God rather than men,” 
meWapxeiv det ew warrov » avOpwroas), for it must 
yield unconditional obedience to the promptings of the 
“Spirit” and the commands of Jesus. In and with 
this second and third authority, besides the Old Testa- 
ment and the Rabbinical ordinances, there was, further, 
the authority of the Twelve under the leadership of 
Peter as teacher and ruler (see above, sect. 1), and this 
must also have come into prominence in the right of these 
Twelve solemnly to forgive sins—without prejudice to 
the universal right and duty of forgiveness of sins 
(Matt. xvi. 19, xviii. 18; John xx. 23). This power, 
although in and for itself it was not of a judicial nature, 
yet became a formal judicial function. - From the 
obscure story Acts v. 1 ff. (Ananias and Sapphira), 
it can be inferred with a certain amount of probability 
that Peter, as head of the Twelve, exercised the power 
of punishment or brought about the infliction of punish- 
ment by the “Spirit” (“‘ great fear” in the community, 
Acts y. 11). But the community itself could inflict 
punishment, even going as far as excommunication, if 
brotherly admonition between the two persons concerned, 
and then before witnesses, had been fruitless; the 
directions for this successive appeal conclude with the 
words “tell it unto the church: and if he refuse to hear 
the church also, let him be unto thee as the Gentile and 
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the publican” (Matt. xviii. 15 ff., erov Ty éxxAnota’ 
cv 6& Kal THe ékkAnolas Tapakovcy, EoTW ToL waTED O 
€Ovikos Kat 6 Tedwvys). Besides these authorities, whose 
co-operation is obscure to us, and among whom particu- 
lar individuals (Peter, John) still played a special réle, 
the relations of Jesus, simply on the ground of their 
relationship to Him, especially James, finally gained a 
certain authority (see below). 

The transformation of the Jewish church and syna- 
gogue into the ecclesia of God burdened and consolidated 
the Christian community from the beginning and gave 
it a legislative system. But the conviction that it was 
the Messianic community of the latter days also led 
to legislative enactments, for as such it was bound to 
keep itself pure and holy, which in the last resort could 
be accomplished only by punishment and excommuni- 
cation. Finally, it was bound to develop new rules 
of life, ze. legislative enactments, because it claimed 
jurisdiction over the whole of the life and thought of 
its members, as well as their social relations to one 
another, and sought to bring everything under a new 
and fixed order, even as regards their economic relations. 
For the new rules of life the fraternal relations pre- 
vailing in the family were to be the model, as being 
the form of life most appropriate to the Messianic 
period; but our indications show that one would 
form a false picture of the conditions prevailing in 
the community at Jerusalem in the early years if one 
imagined it as more or less like an association of 
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communistic Quakers. There was, of course, some- 
thing of this, and something, to be sure, of a mild and 
spiritualised anarchism; but against this there must 
be set not only the powerful influences of the Jewish 
ordinances, tending towards the formation of a legal 
code, but also the ideal, in process of realisation, ot 
a Messianic kingdom; and further, the prerogative of 
the “Twelve,” and the power of the infallible com- 
munity (infallible through the guidance of the Spirit). 
In addition, besides the authority of the Old Testament, 
there was also the authority of the sayings of the Lord, 
from which men deduced command upon command. 
These were all absolute authorities, which kept within 
narrow limits the freedom of the individual, and also 
his independence and “ equality.” 


5. Apostles, Prophets, and Teachers. 


In addition to the Twelve and the apostles, and 
working by the side of the latter, there were pro- 
fessional prophets and teachers in the community 
from an early period (not from the beginning; Jesus 
says, “ Ye shall not be called teachers”). We do not 
know when and how the threefold division arose. It 
would not have developed without Jewish precedents. 
(For further details see my edition of the Teaching 
of the Apostles and my Mission and Expansion of 
Christianity, 2nd ed., vol. i. pp. 319 ff). Paul says 
in 1 Cor. xviii. 28, “God hath set some in the church, 
first apostles, secondly prophets, thirdly teachers,” ois 
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mev @ero 6 eds ev TH exkANoia TpATOV aTogToXoUs, 
devTepov Tpogiras, TpiTov SiacKadous (cf. Eph. iv. 11, 
and the Teaching of the Apostles). These three 
classes form a unity because they are all entrusted 
with speaking the word of God (AaAeiv Tov Adyov TOU 
Oeov). The apostles are missionaries, with special 
duties attaching to their position—they travel together 
two by two (see Mark vi. 7; Luke x. 1): Peter and 
John; Barnabas and Paul; (Judas and Silas); Barnabas 
and Mark; Paul and Silas; Timothy and Silas (Acts 
xvii. 14); Timothy and Erastus (Acts xix. 22); that 
Paul works in the mission field more and more as an 
individual is characteristic of his exceptional position. 
By the side of the apostles stand the prophets: part 
of their work lies in their own community, part of it 
consists in visiting other communities (Matt. x. 41; 
Acts xi. 27 ff, xxi. 10), and they likewise have 
particular duties attaching to their position. The 
teachers seem to have been confined to one place, so 
that the prophets occupy an intermediate position 
between them and the apostles (apostles and prophets 
in the Teaching of the Apostles, c. xi., and elsewhere ; 
prophets and teachers, J.c., xv.; Acts xiii. 1 ff., and 
elsewhere). They are all charismatics, i.e. their calling 
rests on a gift of the Spirit, which is a permanent 
possession for them, and this applies ideally to the 
whole Church. But their charismatic character does 
not prevent their mandate from being recognised or 
in certain cases put to the test by the community. In 
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addition the apostle seems to have needed a special 
commission for each missionary journey. If the com- 
mission expires, he is then only a “teacher” or 
‘prophet ”—this appears to have been the case at 
least in the beginning. In the strict sense he is also 
an apostle only for those for whom he has received a 
mandate. See 1 Cor. ix. 2; Gal. ii.; Rom. xi. 13; 
“apostleship of the circumcision, apostle of Gentiles” 
(aroaroAn Tis wepitours, eOvav amoctoXos). Locus 
classicus, Acts xiii. 1 ff., “ Now there were at Antioch, 
in the church that was there, prophets and teachers 
[five names, including Barnabas and Saul]. And as 
they ministered to the Lord and fasted, the Holy 
Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the 
work whereunto I have called them. Then, when 
they had fasted and prayed and laid their hands on 
them, they sent them away” (joav év ’Avtioxeia xara 
Thy ovoay exkAnolay mpopyTat Kat dwWacKkadot’ Nevroup- 
youvrwy be avuTov TO kupl@ Kat yNOTEVOVTWY el rev TO 
mTveva TO aytov’ apopicate 64 wor Tov BapyaBav cat 
Lavrov ets TO epyov O TpocKkéxAnmat avTOUs* TOTE vyo- 
TevoavrTes Kal mpocevEauevor Kal émiBevTes Tas xeipas 
avrois améAvoay). Differing from the usual explana- 
tion, I am inclined to supply the community at Antioch 
as subject to “ ministered,” etc. (AevroupyovyTwy, k.T.A.). 
Abrupt changes of subject are very frequent in Luke; 
moreover, Barnabas and Paul could not very well have 
separated themselves. For the history of the apostles, 
prophets, and teachers see below. 
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6. Appointment to the Service of the Community. 


Appointment to the service of the community was 
made by the laying on of hands, after previous prayer 
and fasting (Acts vi. 6, xiii. 3; 1 Tim. iv. 14; 2 Tim. 
i. 6; 1 Tim. v. 22). It is unnecessary to ask how this 
form came to be adopted, since it is a question of the 
continuation of a Jewish rite. That the laying on of 
hands was regarded as conferring the charisma necessary 
to the office is obvious from the passages in Timothy, 
and it is improbable that these express only a later idea. 
The laying on of hands was thus certainly “ sacramental,” 
but what old or newly-created rites were not sacramental 
in a community which had the Holy Spirit giving 
practical proof of His presence in its midst? Not 
only the Twelve had the right of laying on hands (see 
Acts vi. 6, where the abrupt change of subject is note- 
worthy), but also the individual community, which 
carried out the laying on of hands by means of its 
presbyters (1 Tim. iv. 14); and, further, the apostles 
and professional missionaries (1 Tim. v. 22; 2 Tim. i. 
6); in addition, the apostles and the community might 
co-operate. We do not know how old may be the idea 
of the transmission of official power by those who ordain 
to the ordained, nor yet how old the thought of 
succession. But transmission and succession are not 
the same. 
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7. The Community at Jerusalem, and the Jewish 
Communities. 

It is not easy to form an opinion as to the position 
of the mother-church of Jerusalem in the circle of the 
Jewish daughter-communities, because the number of 
relevant passages from the oldest sources is scanty, 
because we do not know whether it is allowable to quote 
in this connection passages of a later date, and because 
it is difficult to distinguish between what belongs of 
right to the community in Jerusalem as “the Holy 
City,” and what belongs to it as the seat of the Twelve 
(therefore properly only to the latter). In any case we 
must guard against exaggeration ; for in several passages 
where we should inevitably expect the mention of the 
community at Jerusalem, if its influence were so pene- 
trating and expansive, we find that allusion is made 
quite as a matter of course to the communities of 
Judea (see Gal. i. 22; 1 Thess. ii. 14; Acts xi. 1, 29, 
xv. ]). Paul calls the Jerusalem “which is above” 
“our mother” (Gal. iv. 26), but not the community of 
Jerusalem, and although those who maintain that the 
name “the saints” (of dy.or) was specifically attached 
to this community, can appeal with some show of reason 
to certain passages in the sources, their view is not 
tenable. On the other hand, to the Palestinian 
Christians Jerusalem is “the holy city” (Matt. iv. 5, 
xxvii. 53), and it was the natural consequence of the 
existing circumstances that the community there came 
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to be regarded (even by Paul) as the real centre and 
starting-point of Christianity. The striking confirma- 
tion of the Samaritan communities by Peter and John 
has hardly anything to do with the importance of 
Jerusalem, but is the end of a controversy about the 
conversion of the Samaritans, the right of which, as the 
Gospels show, was at first disputed. The conversion 
was undertaken, not by one of the Twelve, but by one 
of the seven Hellenists. On the contrary, it remains 
a significant fact that the Church of Jerusalem sends 
Barnabas to control the community created by the 
Gentile Christians in Antioch (Acts xi. 22 ff); that 
Silas and Judas are sent thither (Acts xv. 22, 32 ff.); 
that Peter goes there (Gal. ii. 11) and also envoys from 
James (Gal. ii. 12); further, that elsewhere Christians 
of Jerusalem—“ the very chiefest apostles” (of jzrepAlar 
amooroAot)—controlled the scattered Jewish-Christian 
communities, and finally that, at the so-called Council 
of the Apostles—an extremely inaccurate name—the 
community of Jerusalem obviously conducts the pro- 
ceedings for all Jewish-Christian communities. With 
this may be compared the relation in which Paul stood 
to Jerusalem: not only his care for the collection, but 
also his anxiety to receive the recognition of the 
community. Certainly this community occupied a 
unique position, but it is not safe to conclude that the 
other communities, even those of Judeea, had entirely 
lost their independence. It is noteworthy that the 
Christians in Galilee recede so entirely into the back- 
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ground. The majority must have assembled at 
Jerusalem in the fifty days after Easter in expectation 
of the inauguration of the Messianic kingdom. The 
tradition that there were 120 of them is a proof how 
small was the number of the convinced followers of 
Jesus. Of the great and rapidly succeeding transitions 
in the early history of the Church, each marking a new 
stage of evolution—a phenomenon unique in the whole 
history of religion—the first is the transition from 
Capernaum, Chorazin, and Bethsaida to Jerusalem. In 
consequence of it traditions broke off and legends were 
created, for that is the inevitable consequence of every 
change. Is it possible to conceive a stronger instance 
of working over a narrative than that which we have in 
the Judzean story of the childhood, and in the trans- 
ference of the first appearances of the Risen Lord from 
Galilee to Jerusalem ?! 


8. The Seven Men. 


The Acts (c. vi.) relates that in Jerusalem, after a 
certain period, seven men were chosen by the community, 
ostensibly on the suggestion of the Twelve, and were 
appointed by the “apostles” to “serve tables” in 
order to put an end to the complaints of the Hellenists 
(i.e. the Jews of the Dispersion living in Jerusalem) 
about the neglect of their widows in the administration 
of relief. As these seven men all have Greek names, 


1 But a few critics still maintain, even at the present day, that 
the appeargnces in Jerusalem were the first, 
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they themselves were probably Hellenists. Were they 
appointed to look after only the Hellenistic widows, or 
all widows? Had the Twelve themselves hitherto 
carried out this duty (that the administration of the 
funds came under their control is probably what Luke 
really means, for the freewill offerings are laid “at 
their feet,” Acts iv. 35, 37), or was it now for the first 
time that a special “service of tables” was felt to be 
necessary? ‘These questions remain unanswered, but 
much more noticeable than this omission is the fact 
that the seven as “table-servers” immediately dis- 
appear again; on the other hand, one of them, 
“‘Stephen,” comes into prominence as a great miracle- 
worker and controversialist, who falls a victim to the 
first. persecution and becomes the first martyr; while 
another of them, also as a miracle-worker and apostle 
(evangelist), carries the Gospel to Samaria and Philistia, 
afterwards settling down—as it seems, finally —in 
Ceesarea (Acts vill. 40; xxi. 8,9). Under such circum- 
stances it is quite impossible to determine the real 
nature of the office held by these seven and the motive 
of their appointment (in any case they were not 
“deacons” in the later sense of the word, for the 
diaconate is not an independent office): there thus 
remains here the widest scope for the formation of 
hypotheses. We may regard them as “bishops,” but 
it is also possible, and much more probable, to see in 
them Hellenistic rivals of the Twelve, who did not in 
the last resort overthrow the authority of the Twelve, 
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but contributed greatly to the progress of Christianity, 
because, in the spirit of Jesus, they turned against the 
Temple and began the mission to the Samaritans, and 
their followers the mission to the Gentiles. This view 
receives a certain amount of support from the remark- 
able fact that the persecution of which Stephen was the 
first victim did not touch the Twelve (Acts viii. 1), and 
that both Paul and the Jerusalemitic tradition are 
silent about Stephen. Does the number seven possess 
any special significance? Has it something to do with 
the sevenfold spirit? It is not proven. 


9. Constitutional History of the Primitive Community. 
The Relations of Jesus. James (monarchical office). 


According to an old and well-attested tradition, with 
which Acts c. xii. fits in, the Twelve remained twelve 
years in Jerusalem; then by the second persecution, 
viz. that of Herod, in which James the son of Zebedee 
fell,! they were scattered, and afterwards returned only 
temporarily to Jerusalem. But they had already worked 
as missionaries in Judzea from Jerusalem as a centre, or 


1 The theory that the apostle John also suffered martyrdom in 
this persecution, but that Luke suppressed this fact, and that the 
John in Gal. ii. is either another John or that Gal. ii. comes 
before the Herodian persecution, is one of the most daring 
hypotheses which has ever been advanced with regard to the 
_apostolic age. Even if the martyrdom of John were attested by 
Mark x. 35 ff. (an assumption which is not necessary, and which 
has John xxi. against it), it is nevertheless (in spite of the 
ostensible evidence) improbable that John was martyred with his 
brother James, 
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had confirmed the missionary work of others (as Peter 
and John in Samaria, Peter in Philistia). Now, in all 
probability, a total change of constitution took place 
in Jerusalem. James, the brother of the Lord, and 
presbyters took the place of the government of the 
Twelve which prefigured the Messianic kingdom. (The 
Acts does not note the transformation but presupposes 
it: see xii. 1%, xi. 30, xv. 2, 4, 6, 22, 23, xxi, 46) 
The source Q nowhere pays any attention to this change, 
and this is significant as regards its age. It marks the 
first stage in the weakening of the ideal of a Spiritual 
Messiahship, and can hardly have taken place without 
a crisis, but we know nothing of the details. Yet it is 
certain at least that members of the college of the 
Twelve (Peter and John) who were still present from 
time to time in Jerusalem, had not lost their authority 
(Gal. ii.; Acts xv.; Acts xi. 30 refers only to the pres- 
byters, Acts xv. to the apostles and presbyters, Acts xxi. 
to James and the presbyters). The new constitution 
must be estimated from three points of view :— 

(1) It gives prominence to the relations of Jesus 
(after James’ death the cousin of Jesus, Simeon, was 
chosen in Jerusalem [according to Eusebius, ii. 11, by 
the apostles still living, and also by disciples and 
relations of Jesus]. Other relations of Jesus also came 
to the front in Palestinian communities. Jesus’ relations 
are called Desposyni, i.e. those “belonging to the 
Master” [or, as Spitta conjectures, Seorrotixoi|. The 
old Jewish-Christian list of bishops of Jerusalem with 
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its many names is perhaps also a list of the relations of 
Jesus : Hegesippus, Julius Africanus ; see Zahn, Forsch., 
vi. pp. 225 ff.). 

(2) It puts the spiritual element at least into the 
background, for it is difficult to understand how this 
element could still occupy a prominent place if the 
community was ruled by a monarch and presbyters. 

(3) It must apparently be understood as an imita- 
tion of the prevailing Jewish constitution, and marks 
at the same time a definite rejection of the latter. 
There are thus many new features in comparison with 
the earliest state of affairs; men settle down and seek 
out and adopt those regulations which their nature 
and history supply; in this particular case it was the 
ancient ordinances of Judaism (possibly this was the 
result of a Jewish-Christian reaction). The recourse to 
the relations of Jesus marks, as it appears (at least from 
one point of view), a supersession of the Twelve, whether 
the cause lay in their gradual disappearance by death, 
or in the exclusively apostolical work to which they now 
devoted themselves, or whether it lay also (or entirely ?) 
in events or strained relations unknown to us. It is 
possible to regard the seven men as the earlier rivals of 
the Twelve and the relations of Jesus as their later rivals, 
but our sources are not sufficient to establish such views 
with any certainty. Possibly the substitution of this 
new form of government may have been entirely due to 
a strict injunction forbidding the Twelve to stay in 
Jerusalem. That it was Jesus’ relations, however, who 
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were pushed to the front, cannot have been merely the 
consequence of the high esteem in which James “the 
Just” was held, and his reputation with all sections of 
the community, but the idea that blood relationship 
with Jesus conferred on these descendants of David a 
right to rule must have been a contributing motive. 
We have therefore to recognise here the thought which 
underlay the califate. In view of this the speedy 
isolation of the church of Jerusalem and the collapse of 
the Jewish church there, which took place in the reign 
of Hadrian, are to be regarded as fortunate. The new 
constitution in Jerusalem with James at the head and 
presbyters—possibly twelve; see Zahn, p. 297, note— 
must be understood in such a way that James 
corresponds to the high-priest (see Hegesippus in 
Eusebius, ii. 23. 6, “he alone was permitted to enter 
into the holy place,” tovTw uovw e€jy eis Ta dyva [TeV 
ayiwy| eforévar), and the presbyters to the Sanhedrin 
(see Schiirer, History of the Jewish People in the Time 
of Jesus Christ, Div. II., vol. i. pp. 165 ff., pp. 149 ff). 
Perhaps the other Christian communities in Palestine 
already possessed an organisation based on elders, and 
this may have exercised some influence on Jerusalem. 
But James as chief ruler had a unique position above 
all the other presbyters. His throne was still shown 
in the time of Eusebius (Hist. Eccl., vii. 19), and even 
the Gentile-Christian tradition (not only the Jewish- 
Christian) mentions him as the first bishop of Jerusalem 
(Euseb., /.c.) appointed by Christ Himself and the 
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apostles. Undoubtedly he and his successors exercised 
a monarchical power, and that he instead of Peter 
appears in the Gospel according to the Hebrews as the 
first who saw the Risen Lord is a certain proof that a 
tension existed between Peter and James, which ended, 
as far as the majority of Christians were concerned, 
with the preferment of the latter. (Had Peter brought 
discredit upon himself among the strict Jewish 
Christians by his support of the mission to the 
Gentiles?) But that James bore the title “bishop” 
is open to strong doubt—-since the title does not occur 
within Judaism—although the tradition of the Gentile 
and Jewish Christians gives him this name. The 
extravagances of the latter in a much later period 
(Hom. and Recogn.) are to be received with the greatest 
caution. Here James not only appears as a bishop 
“appointed by Christ Himself, but his episcopate also 
extends over all Jewish Christendom, and, since the 
Gentile Christians are incorporated in this, over the 
whole of Christendom. James is the lord and bishop 
of the holy Church, and the lord and bishop of the 
bishops (Recogn., iv. 35). “He is the pope of the 
_Ebionitic imagination.” According to the latter the 
Twelve and Peter lived and worked peaceably with 
‘him—they were the apostles (missionaries), he the 
metropolitan—but even Peter, the head of the apostles, 
‘is obliged “to send to the patriarch annual reports of 
his work and to submit to his critical supervision ” 
(Recogn., i. 17,72, ix. 29; Ep. Petri ad Jacob, i. 3; 


\ 
4 
; 
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Ep. Clem. ad Jacob., 19; Diamart. Jac., 1-4; Hom., 
i. 20, xi. 35). The question whether he was called 
bishop is a relatively minor one, if it is well established 
that he governed as reigning monarch, and possessed 
at least the powers which afterwards belonged to the 
monarchical bishop among the Gentile Christians. 
Thus the idea and the realisation of a monarchical 
office first arose among the Jewish Christians and with 
reference to James (Matt. xvi. 18 is perhaps a protest 
against James on the part of certain recalcitrant 
Palestinian Christians, but the passage can also be 
otherwise understood), and it may very well be, indeed 
it is probable, that the exalted position of James led 
to the conception of some sort of universal episcopate 
(although without this name). But whether the 
influence of this conception extended to the Gentile 
Christians and there aided the formation of the 
monarchical episcopate is questionable (see below). The 
fact, however, that the office held by James was said 
to rest not only on appointment by the apostles, but 
even on the direct appointment of Christ, proves what 
those periods were capable of in the way of legends. 
Hegesippus (in Euseb., H.E., ii. 23. 4) still says, to 
be sure, “James succeeded to the government of the 
church in conjunction with the apostles” (S:adéyerar 
THY éxkAnoiay meTa TOV aToaTOAWY "laKwBos), but — 
Eusebius writes (§1) “by the apostles” (apd¢ ray 
atooToAwv), and the appointment is carried back as 
far as possible, right up to the Ascension of Jesus 
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(originally it was held universally that the appointment 
was made after the Ascension). Unfortunately we are 
unable to answer the important question whether and 
to what extent the new constitution was meant to be 
an adoption of the Old Testament constitutional 
regulations in the sense of a formal transference of 
them to the Christian community. 

It is superfluous to follow up any further the con- 
stitution of the Jewish Christian communities, and, 
besides, it is hardly possible owing to the scarcity of 
sources. In Jerusalem the monarchical “episcopate ” 
remained in existence after the community there 
came to an end as Jewish Christian, and a Gentile- 
Christian community began to take its place. With 
regard to the Ebionites, whom he describes, Epiphanius 
says (Adv. her., xxx. 18), “they have presbyters and 
synagogue -rulers,” azpexBurépovs otto: éxovot Kal 
apxicuvaywyous (cf. his additional remark upon which 
we have already commented, “these call their church a 
synagogue and not a church,” cuaywynv de odor 
KaXovcl Ty éavTav exKAnoclay, Kat ovxXi éxkAnoiay). It 
is interesting that Epiphanius relates of a Jewish- 
Christian sect, the Elkesites, that they worshipped two 
sisters, descendants of the founder, “as gods,” “ whose 
saliva and other bodily excrements they used to carry 
away to ward off diseases,” “dyti Qedy,” dy Kal Ta 
aTUcMaTa Kat TA GAAa TOU cwHuaTos piTN aTEpEepovToO 
mpos adéénow voonnatwv (Her., xix. 2). Thus blood 
relationship here also plays an important part! 


\ 
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10. External History of the Jerusalem Community. 
Persecutions. Fall of Jerusalem. 

It is paradoxical, but yet a fact, that before the great 
war persecutions on the part of the Jewish authori- 
ties and of the Jewish populace (i.e. the individual 
synagogues) occurred only spasmodically (Matt. x. with 
parallels; John xvi. 2), and so the organisation of the 
communities was able to maintain itself. The persecu- 
tions of the Twelve related in c. iv. of the Acts still 
remained without any far-reaching influence. The 
persecution of Stephen did not apply to the apostles, 
and therefore cannot have affected all the Jerusalem 
Christians except them (contrary to Acts viii. 1). The 
persecution under Herod in 42 a.p. was the first to be 
severely felt; but James, whose exemplary piety and 
fidelity to the Law was marvelled at even by the Jews, 
succeeded in protecting the communities of Jerusalem 
and Judeea from a catastrophe, and in maintaining and 
strengthening their organisation. When the law of 
the Fathers was faithfully observed and the Temple 
respected, the chief motive for persecutions vanished. 
Even against Paul steps were taken in Jerusalem only 
because he was accused of having brought Gentiles into 
the Temple (Acts xxi. 27 ff.). No agitation on a large — 
scale against the Christian movement was undertaken 
from Jerusalem as centre until the time when Paul set 
foot in the city of Rome (Acts xxviii. 21 ff.), perhaps — 
because outwardly everything was much more insig- 
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nificant than it seems to us (this also accounts for the 
silence of Josephus), and the Jewish authorities had to 
deal with dozens of sects. The execution of James 
and the great war ended this state of things. When 
Judaism and Jewish Christianity again recovered 
themselves, the Jews faced the Christians as embittered 
enemies. Justin tells us (Dialogue 17) that “chosen 
men ” were sent from Jerusalem throughout the Diaspora 
in order to denounce the Christians as atheists and evil- 
doers. Simeon, the successor of James, likewise suffered 
martyrdom, and Barkokhba decreed the most terrible 
punishments against those who confessed Jesus. By 
the second destruction of Jerusalem under Hadrian 
Jewish Christianity finally lost its central seat, and at 
the same time, in all probability, the centre of its 
organisation. Henceforth there remained only indi- 


vidual communities and groups of communities. 


CHAPTER II 


Ture GenriLE-Curistian Communirigs. Earby 
Hisrory, Orrictats, DocuMENts 


11. General Introduction. The Presuppositions and 
Factors of the Constitutional History of the 
Gentile Christians. 

Turnine now to the Gentile-Christian world, we must 

first make a few general observations. 4 priori it is to 

be expected that the conditions giving rise to the con- 
stitution of the Church, which from the beginning were 
complicated enough in the Jewish-Christian world, will 
be found to be still more complicated here; for most of 
the conditions prevailing in the Jewish world affected 
the Gentile Christians more or less directly and more 
or less powerfully (the Gentile-Christian propaganda 
begins in the cities, preferably in the provincial capitals, 
with strong Jewish communities), but new conditions 
also came into play. For the constitutional history of 
the Gentile Churches we must therefore first take into 
account the greater part of what has been ascertained 
with regard to the organisation of the Jewish Churches.! 


1 In the Gentile-Christian mission preaching those who are to 
be converted are always told about the twelve Apostles. In his 
40 
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Then we have the various special organisations in the 
empire, the system of family organisation, the guilds 
and clubs, the societies for celebrating the mysteries 
and for worship, the constitution of the schools, the 
municipal, provincial and imperial constitutions. From 
a certain point onwards they must all have exercised an 
involuntary influence on the constitution of the Church ; 
for it is an inviolable rule of the constitutional history 
of ever'y public society struggling to establish itself and 
to win universal dominion, that it not only cannot 
remain indifferent to the societies which it finds already 
existing, but that, in competition with them, secretly 
or openly, consciously or unconsciously, it copies from 
them one feature after the other, and thereby seeks to 
dispossess its opponents. But even this enumeration 
does not exhaust the conditions under which the con- 
stitution of the Gentile-Christian Churches was formed. 
Rather it is to be expected, considering the large mass 
of material which we here possess, that in this sphere 
strained relations will be clearly observed, which escaped 
or almost escaped our notice in dealing with the Jewish 
Christians, because of the scantiness of the sources. 


Epistles, Paul always assumes that those whom he is addressing 
have some acquaintance with them, especially with Peter. Justin 
treats the sending forth of the Twelve as an important point of 
the Christian proclamation. The “Didaché” is ostensibly the 
’ teaching of the Lord handed down through the twelve Apostles. 
But the Epistles of Paul show, further, that the Gentile-Christian 
communities were also acquainted with the position of the Church 


in Jerusalem. 
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There is, in the first place, the tension, which plays an 
enormous part in every organisation of any size, between 
an evolution from the whole to the part, and the 
gathering up of the parts into a whole. On the one 
hand, the whole is already present ; therefore, in relation 
to it, the parts must remain dependent. On the other 
hand, the whole is a product of the parts; therefore it 
cannot be, and is not meant to be, much more than an 
“idea.” The central organisation and the local organ- 
isation are in perpetual strife with one another, just 
because each needs the other, and the death of the one 
must of necessity involve the decay of the other. The 
whole constitutional history of the Church can be 
represented with the conflict of these two powers as its 
framework. There is, secondly, the tension between 
“Spirit ” and office, charisma and legislative regulation, 
the tension between the inspired men and the officials, 
those pre-eminent for personal religion on the one hand, 
and its professional representatives on the other. The 
former might be spiritual men, prophets, ascetics, 
monks, even teachers and theologians, and were so 
named ; the latter presbyters, bishops, superintendents, 
popes. ‘The tension in the last resort is always the 
same, and it is not a question of simple antitheses, but 
of elements whose tendency towards disruption is indeed 
just as strong as their tendency towards cohesion and 
their capacity for passing over into one another. We 
find, further, a similar tension expressing itself in the 
opposition between spirit and letter, religious freedom | 
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_ and adherence to a confession of faith. The whole 
constitutional history of the Church can also be repre- 
sented with the conflict between spirit and office as its 
framework. There is finally the tension between laity 
and clergy, between democracy and _ aristocracy 
(monarchy), which, bound up as it is in many ways 
with the foregoing, yet possesses a special character of 
its own, 

As factors in the work of organisation which must 
have been operative from the beginning, we can dis- 
tinguish (1) the authority of the inspired men as 
“speaking the word of God,” Aadotvres Tov AGyov TOU 
Ocov (apostles, prophets and teachers) ; (2) the authority 
of the “old” as opposed to the “young”; (3) the 
administrative and executive power of elected officials. 
The first belong to the religious sphere in the strict 
sense, the second have their function in the field of 
moral education and discipline, the third in service and 
administration, and at a very early period also in public 
worship. All these activities rest on charismata; but 
in the proper sense, z.¢. as persons, only the preachers 
of the word are borne by the Spirit (avevarodopor). 
The others are brethren who have received the gift 
necessary to enable them to render their services. 

Moreover, in inquiries into the origin of the consti- 
tutional forms of the ancient Church it must be kept 
in mind that in the Jewish and in the Greek world 
there were some important elements and forms which 
were very similar, and which even have the same names 
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(presbyters, presidents, bishops); and, further, that a 
new society may spontaneously produce organisations 
and offices which coincide with those already existing. 
Under these circumstances it is frequently impossible to 
say with any certainty whence the institution in 
question has come—whether it has been formed by 
analogy with some Jewish or Greek example, or whether 
it is original. 

Finally, it must be recollected that with skilful 
handling the sources, however scanty they may be, 
afford an answer to every issue that is raised, since it is 
possible to make use not only of their accidental and 
irrelevant subsidiary features but even of their silence, 
and also to gain new material by an elaborate process 
of combining and spinning out the old. But this very 
method, the mortal enemy of the historico-critical, has 
already done the greatest harm in the departments of 
ancient ecclesiastical law and the original constitution 
of the Church. Both have suffered more through the 
will to know too much and the forensic method than 
through superficial treatment (cf, ¢.g., the latest large 
monograph by Leder on the deacons, 1905). Inferences, 
too, from later conditions and regulations to the 
earliest can only be permitted in this department with 
the greatest caution: the right to them must first be 
proved in every individual case, even when it is a case 
of the same technical terms being used. 
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12. The Communities as Embodiments of the Church 
as a whole and as “ Spiritual Democracies.” 

The Christian communities in the Diaspora, both the 
Pauline and the others, developed either by splitting off 
from the synagogues, or at any rate in such a way that 
Jewish proselytes formed the nucleus of their members. 
In both cases the synagogue with its constitution must 
have exercised a considerable influence, although this 
influence may have soon decreased in those communities 
in which the “genuine” heathen after a short time 
formed the overwhelming majority. But even then the 
regular reading aloud of the Old Testament was not the 
only feature which recalled the synagogue. In addition, 
so long as the new community was still small and could 
hold together like a family, its earliest organisation 
must have been entirely dependent on the special 
circumstances under which the community had arisen. 
The Acts of the Apostles suggests in many passages 
that in the beginning women also played an important 
part in the organisation, and this is confirmed by the 
Epistles of Paul (Priscilla in Corinth, Ephesus, 
Rome; Lydia, Euodia and Syntyche [“ they laboured 
with me,” cuw7OAyncav pot, Phil. iv. 3] in Philippi; 
Pheebe in Cenchrezx, [<a succourer,” rpoorartis| among 
others). 

On the whole, we get from the epistles which Paul 
addresses to the communities a consistent picture of 
individual communities all equally independent (see the 
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proofs in Weizsicker, Apostolic Age), and at the same 
time we have it firmly impressed upon us that the local 
personages and officials—whoever and whatever they 
may have been—can at that time have played only a 
modest part as leaders. The communities are subject 
to the Word of God (or of the Lord) and the paternal 
discipline of the apostle who founded them: but in so 
far as the Spirit rules them, this Spirit is granted to 
the community as a whole and as a unity, and the 
officials and personages are in the position of members 
in this unity, and not above it. This follows from the 
nature of the communities which not only share the 
name “church” (éxxAyoia) with the general community 
of God, but every one of which is a finished picture of 
the Church as a whole and indeed its consummation 
(for the whole is in the part and not merely the part in 
the whole). Ideally and from the religious point of 
view there is therefore no difference at all, however 
paradoxical this may seem, between the general com- 
munity and the individual community—all that was said 
of the Church above in sect. 3 also applies here—but 
in actual fact it was naturally not possible or desirable 
that this difference should be abolished ; rather, it made 
itself more and more strongly felt. The ideal unity of 
the two lies in the working of the Spirit, and is very 
clearly expressed, e.g. when the Roman community says 
of the letter which it addressed to Corinth that it was 
written by the community “through the Holy Spirit” 
(¢. 63, just as in Acts xv.), and, as regards its contents, 
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maintains that they are made known by Christ through 
the community (c. 59). The manner, too, in which 
Paul wishes the case of incest in Corinth to be dealt 
with is characteristic: the general assembly of the 
community in conjunction with the apostle is com- 
petent and can count upon “the power of our Lord 
Jesus” (in this connection he is not speaking of the 
special powers of local officials). Finally, as a particu- 
larly significant piece of evidence for what the indi- 
vidual community was ideally, we may point to the 
phrase “the Church of God which sojourneth in the 
city,” 4 éxxAyoia Tov Oeov 4 wapotkovoa THv Todw (see 
a Peter i. 1,1. 17, ii. 11; Heb. xi. 18; 1 Clem. i. 1; 
Polyc., Ep. i. 1; Smyrn. Ep. ad Philom. init., Dionys. 
Cor. in Eusebius, iv. 23; Ep. Lugd. Jc. v. 1; 
2 Clem. v., etc., and Lightfoot’s note on 1 Clement, /.c.), 
from which the term “episcopal parish” developed? 
(Apoll. in Eusebius v. 18: “his own ‘parish’ from 
which he came did not receive him back,” 4 (dla 
mapoikia avtoy d0ev iv ovk édé£aro. Ep. Smyrn. ad 
Philom.: “to all the brotherhoods of the holy and 
universal Church sojourning in every place,” zacais 


a SN ’ , a eos 4 Q Nich 
Tas KaTa TavTa ToTOY THs aytlas [kai kKavo. ixhjs | 


1 In the fourth century “ parish” may also mean the diocese of 
the bishop as distinguished from the city which is the seat of the 
bishopric ; see Basil, Ep. 240, “the clergy of the city and diocese” 
(6 KAjpos 5 Kata thy wéAw Kad 6 ex) wapoixias). Finally, from the 
beginning of the fifth century we find wapoixia used as meaning 
“parish” in the modern sense. See Hieron., c. Vigilant. ii. ; 
Concil, Chalc., canon 17, 
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éxkAnolas Tapouxtas ; frequent in the third and fourth 
centuries). The Christian community in every indi- 
vidual city is not only a “Church of God” (éxkxAyota 
tov Oeov), but, like the latter, it belongs properly to 
heaven; here on earth it is only a transitory sojourner 
in a strange land. It is thus a heavenly entity, 4.e. 
fundamentally not a particular community but a mani- 
festation of the whole in the part. This view, which 
is elaborated with special impressiveness in Hermas 
(Sim. i., and elsewhere), and is also applied by him 
to the individual Christian, is still quite familiar to 
Ireneus (iv. 30. 2 ff.), and especially to Clement of 
Alexandria and Origen. In this connection the latter 
also notices the fact that in the cities there are two 
kinds of éxxAyoiat, the secular and the Christian (the 
name éxxAyoia for the latter, as is proved by its 
antiquity and the usage in the Septuagint, has nothing 
to do, as regards its origin, with the secular municipal 
éxkAnoiac; we must here recognise one of the numerous 
cases of accidental agreement, which, however, did not 
remain without influence on the subsequent develop- 
ment). Origen, c. Cels., ili. 29: “the assemblies of 
Christ, when carefully contrasted with the assemblies of 
the citizens of the districts in which they are situated, 
are as luminaries in the world” (ai rod Xpicrod 
exkAnola, cuve€erafouevat Tais av Tapoikovor Sijuwv 
exkAnoiats, ws pworhpés elaw ev Koouw); ibid. 30: 
“assemblies of God [notice the addition; it already 
occurs in 1 Clement] alongside of the assemblies of the 
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citizens in each city” (éxkAyolas Tod Oeod mraporKovoas 
éxkAncias Tov Kal? éxactny woAwW Srpwr). 

What can be called with some reservations the 
spiritual democracy within the whole Church, and 
therefore also within the individual community, comes 
into view very clearly in the attitude which Paul takes 
up in his epistles to the communities. As a matter of 
principle he keeps every one of them before him as a 
homogeneous whole, itself the subject and object of all 
doings and dealings. He does not think of, or turn to, 
a responsible local authority above the community ; 
rather the community everywhere as a whole is re- 
sponsible, and the differences existing in it do not 
afford any ground for a gradation of offices, but rather 
for an organic co-operation, in which every part is 
equally important. This is also a consequence of the 
contemplation of the part from the point of view of 
the whole (contemplatio partis sub specie totius), which 
in Paul’s case receives powerful support from his habit 
of regarding every Christian as a free individual. It 
may also be asked whether the rise of the so-called 
“Catholic” Epistles is not to be understood from this 
standpoint. Some are letters which, though specially 
addressed, are Catholic in scope and intention (e.g., the 
seven letters in the Apocalypse) ; some are letters which, 
in spite of their Catholic address, must have been meant 
in the first instance for a definite circle (the Epistles of 
James and Jude); some are letters which have both 
a special and a Catholic address (Kp. a i ad 
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Philom.); finally, some are documents which are left 
purposely without an address or are provided with 
a merely nominal address, but which primarily relate 
to a definite community (Hermas, ep. Barn.). ‘These 
peculiarities, as also the rapid exchange, the collection 
and the widespread reputation of the Epistles, in spite 
of their local addresses, remain unexplained unless the 
local community could represent the whole Church and 
unless, at least ideally, spiritual sovereignty belonged 
to the community as community and as a body homo- 
geneous in itself. In this respect it is worthy of note 
inter alia that as late as the second century the 
communities exchange epistles without any office being 
mentioned in them. One community writes to another 
as if there were no bishops and no presbyters. 


13. The Development from Whole to Part. The 
Apostle and the Communities founded by him. 

Development proceeds in the first place from the 
whole to the part. This is why the Spirit and the 
apostle (as also the prophet and teacher) play so 
important a role, for the apostle belongs to the Church 
as a whole. Regarded from this point of view the 
whole process was a mission; everything therefore had 
to remain in a state of flux until the coming of the 
end, which was then near ; all the local forms and usages 
which established themselves had to be accepted only 
because they brought in an alien element which in any 
case could not be entirely eliminated by the assumption 
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that the local community and the universal Church 
were identical. From this point of view it is a matter 
of surprise that in the earliest period we hear nothing 
of attempts to withdraw the converted from their local 
environment and from the secularisation threatening 
them from this quarter, and to gather them together 
somewhere or other, preferably in the desert. But if 
we remember that in point of fact the disciples of Christ 
at the very first were all assembled in Jerusalem, and 
that from the middle of the second century onwards we 
again hear of undertakings of this kind, in which the 
desert or the country is the chosen place of residence (cf. 
the original intention of the Phrygian prophets ; further, 
the cases from Pontus and Syria which Hippolytus 
relates in his commentary on Daniel, and also the 
isolated cases of hermits living in solitude, doxnrai 
povagoytes, Which occur down to the period of monas- 
ticism), we may conjecture that in the period between 
35 and 150 it was neither lack of suspicion of the 
local environment, with its inevitable worldliness, nor 
lack of ascetic and moral force, which drove such 
attempts into the background, but the conviction that 
with the near approach of the end of the world such 
undertakings were not worth while. The only idea 
which conflicted with this conviction was the certainty 
that in every Christian society, however small, 
the Church of Christ itself might be represented ; 
this certainty gave even what was “local” a right 
and significance of its own and prevented foolhardy 
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enterprises inspired by extravagant apocalyptic hopes. 
Undoubtedly, the eschatological atmosphere here, as 
elsewhere, acted, quite undesignedly, as a conservative 
force, and the local organisation has to thank this for 
its ability to develop at all in Christendom ; but on 
the other hand the earthly society, too, was esteemed 
“in the Lord” as something holy, as an abode of God, 
and Paul attained and put into practice such a high and 
spiritual view that he accepted existing circumstances, 
and therefore also local conditions, as ordained by God. 
Others must have thought as he did; in any case 
the earliest Church made no such experiment as the 
Anabaptists in Minster. 

What Paul in his character of apostle (entrusted, 
so to speak, with a mandate from the spiritual com- 
munity as a whole) demands from the individual 
community founded by him, is not small. He is both 
the pedagogue and the father; he anathematises 
everyone who brings his children another gospel, and 
he does not hesitate to require each of his communities 
to respect and maintain the regulations in the form 
in which he lays them down and fosters them in all 
his communities ; 1 Cor. iv. 17, “even as I teach every- 
where in every church” (cae qtavrayod év macy 
exxAnola SiSaokw); vii. 17, “so ordain I in all the 
churches” (otws év Taig ékkAnolas wacas diatao- 
coua); xiv. 37, “let him take knowledge of the 
things which I write unto you, that they are the 
commandment of the Lord” (érrywwoxérw & ypagw 
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upiv Ott Kupiov éotiv évtTody}). (Is it by chance that 
Paul makes his apostolical authority most strongly 
felt in the community which appears to be the most 
democratic?) On the other hand, and without pre- 
Judice to his own authority, he assumes that the Spirit 
guides the community. In this respect 1 Cor. xii.—xiv. 
is the clearest evidence of the view which he takes 
and of the actual conditions. The charismata determine 
everything. 


14. The Charismata and the Local Authorities of the 
Apostolic Age. Presbyters, Bishops, and Deacons. 
The little else that we hear of local authorities is very 

varied. With reference to the Lycaonian communities 

Luke says (Acts xiv. 23) that Paul and Barnabas had 

appointed presbyters in every church (xav’ éxxAyoiay) 

with prayer and fasting, and he also relates (Acts xx. 

17, 28) that Paul called together the presbyters of 

the community of Ephesus and admonished them to 

give heed to the flock in which “the Holy Spirit hath 
made you overseers to feed the church of God which 
he purchased with his own blood” (iuas To mvetua To 
dytov Octo éemicKkorrous, Toipatvery THY exkAnolay Tov 

Gcod, iv repreTroujoaro Ova TOU atuaros Tod idiov). [Note 

that here too the individual community is a representa- 

tion of the community as a whole, and that therefore 

Luke expresses himself with reference to the local organ nae 

isation exactly as Paul (1 Cor. xii. 28) with reference | 

to the organisation as a whole; but it is not. Safe to 
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conclude from this that Luke or Paul conversely would 
have written “appoint unto yourselves apostles, prophets, 
and teachers.”] In 1 Thessalonians he begs the com- 
munity “to know them that labour among you and 
are over you in the Lord and admonish you” (rovs 
Komiavras év Uuiv Kat wpoicrapevous Uuay ev Kup Kal. 
vovOerouvtas suas), and to esteem them exceeding 
highly in love for their work’s sake (c. v. 12 ff). 
The following verses seem to be addressed to these 
very guardians (“ Admonish the disorderly, encourage 
the faint-hearted,” etc.), but this is not certain, and 
we cannot see at what sentence the apostle again 
begins to address the whole community. In the 
Epistle to the Galatians no local authority is mentioned 
at all (but see the general exhortation vi. 6, “let him 
that is taught in the word communicate unto him that 
teacheth in all good things,” cowwveirw 6 KaTyxoUmevos 
Tov Noyoy TH KaTHXOWTL ev Taaw Gaya0ots), Nor in 
the Epistles to the Corinthians, which cover so much 
ground. Here no local authority is mentioned even 
where it is a question of the maintenance of due order 
and propriety in the assemblies, and on half a dozen 
similar occasions where we confidently expect an appeal 
to be made to such an authority. Besides the apostles, 
prophets and teachers, only charismata operative in the 
community (1 Cor. xii. 28) are specified, among 
them “helps” (avTiAjuyers) and “governments” 
(xuBeprvijces). Their possessors do not seem in con- 
sequence to stand in any position of personal (relative) 
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superiority to the community, like the speakers of 
the word (Adyov Nadoivres) whom we have already 
mentioned. But all the same the distinction between 
a function of rendering service (which is therefore 
diaconal) and a function involving leadership is of 
importance. In the Epistle to the Romans the situa- 
tion is similar. The organisation of the body of the 
community is accomplished entirely by means of 
charismata; among them we find mentioned in succes- 
sion prophecy, ministry (d:axovia), he that teacheth, 
he that exhorteth, he that giveth, he that ruleth 
(6 mpoicrapevos, as in 1 Thess.), he that sheweth 
mercy (Rom. xii. 6-8). Thus we here find even the 
prophet and teacher enumerated without any distinc- 
tion (emphasis is hardly to be laid on the alternation 
of office and person), but it must be observed that here 
also, beside the function of teaching, ministry and ruler- 
ship are distinguished (xii. 6 ff.). Elsewhere in the 
Fpistle a certain Phcebe is mentioned, “‘ a servant of the 
~ church that is at Cenchresxe” (duaxovos Tis éxkAnolas Tis 
év Kevypeais), who there became “a succourer of many, 
and of mine own self,” tpooratis ToANGY Kal éu“ov avToU 
(xvi. 1); in addition, communities in private houses in 
Rome are distinguished (xvi. 3 ff). In the Epistle 
to the Colossians the community is enjoined to say to 
Archippus, “take heed to the ministry which thou hast 
received in the Lord, that thou fulfil it,” @dére ty 
Olakoviay, Vv maperaBes ev Kupl, va avrny TANpoOLs 


(iv. 17). From the Epistle to Philemon (verse 2) we 
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see that Archippus, who is included in the salutation, 
belonged to the community in the house of Philemon, 
which is not to be identified with the whole Colossian 
community. But his ministry (d:axovéa) can relate only 
to the whole community, and if Paul (Philem. 2) 
calls him his own and Timothy’s fellow - soldier 
(swortpatiorns), it must have been considerable: in 
what it consisted, however, remains obscure, for ministry 
(dcaxovia) can have a quite general sense, so that it 
even includes the ministration of the Word, though 
it can also have the special sense of the rendering of 
aid. It is, moreover, worthy of note that the ministry 
(dtaxovia) was conferred upon Archippus by a solemn 
religious service, for this can be the only meaning of 
the words “which thou hast received in the Lord,” 
iv wapéAaBes év kupi (Col. iv. 17). Comparison should 
therefore be made with Acts xiv. 23. 

In the so-called Epistle to the Ephesians (a circular 
letter to Laodicea and other communities of Asia 
Minor) the community as a whole is represented as 
built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, 
to whom the mystery of Christ is revealed (ii. 20, 
iii. 5). But in the description of what the community 
as a whole possesses (iv. 11) a local. authority is also 
kept in mind and brought into connection with the 
apostles, prophets and teachers. As is to be expected, 
this authority—the pastors (voiméves)—finds its place 
alongside the teachers, who indeed, as a rule, belong to 
one community only. The addition of “evangelists” 
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to apostles and prophets is explained by some motive 
not quite clear to us, which brings about the differentia- 
tion of the apostolate, although, according to Paul also, 
this is not confined to the Twelve (“ evangelists” are 
found elsewhere in the New Testament, in Acts xxi. 8 
[“ We” section] and 2 Tim. iv. 5; of. Eusebius, H.4., 
iii. 37; Apostolical Church Order, c. 19; Tertull., de 
prescr. 4; de corona 9; Hippol., de antichr. 56). 
“ Evangelists” can only be those missionaries who for 
some reason or other had no claim to the honourable 
title of “apostles.” The communities to which the 
Epistle to the Ephesians is addressed were not founded 
by Paul, but probably by messengers of the faith who 
were dependent on him. ‘This dependence, or else the 
purely local missionary activity of these men, may have 
been the reason why they did not receive the title 
“apostles.” The Epistle to the Philippians is dis- 
tinguished by the fact that to the address “to all the 
saints in Christ Jesus which are at Philippi” (aaow 
Tois aylow ev Xpictw “Incov trois odow ev Pirir7ras) 
the words, “ with bishops and deacons” (cv ériskdrots 
kat dvaxovors) are added. Note that they do not stand 
on the same level as the community, that the article is 
absent, and that a bipartite division is given. Who 
they are and why they are mentioned can be inferred 
with some probability from the contents of the Epistle. 
It is a letter of thanks for the gifts which the com- 
munity repeatedly sent to the apostle and had just 
sent again. The assumption is natural that it is just 
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on this account that they are called “bishops and 
deacons.” From this it follows that they were specially 
engaged in the raising and transmitting of the gifts, 
and that this belonged to their office. The bipartite 
division supports this assumption; for ‘“ deacons” 
(Scaxovor) in the second place, and without a genitive 
specifying more exactly the service rendered, can only 
denote servants in the proper sense, therefore servants 
in the work of administration. But then “bishops” 
(é€ricxo7ot) by the side of these executive officials must 
be higher administrative officials. The word as denoting 
a function or office is, so far as its origin and meaning 
goes, just as ambiguous as the term “the presbyters” 
(06 tpecBuTepo). ‘ Presbyter” may denote simply the 
old as opposed to the young; it may be a title of 
honour (by which personal excellence as well as the 
quality of representing an older authoritative period 
[ = a witness of tradition] is marked) ; it can also denote 
the elected and formally appointed member of a council 
(yepovcia). The use of the word in its different 
meanings within the Christian communities may be 
derived from the synagogue—this is the most natural 
assumption—or from the municipal constitutions, or it 
may have arisen spontaneously. In the same way the 
bishops (éicxo7or) may be derived from the Septua- 
gint; they may have been copied from the municipal 
administrations, but they may also—and this is the 
most probable view—have arisen spontaneously. The 
word always signifies an overseer, curator, superinten- 
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dent ; but as to what the supervision is concerned with, 
it contains no indication. It may be souls, and then 
the word is equivalent to pastors, zoméves (see 1 Pet. 
li. 25, “the shepherd and overseer of your souls,” tov 
TOLMLEeVa Kat emTloKOTOY TaY Wouyov vuov; Acts xx. 28, 
“overseers to tend the church,” émiskdzous motmalvew 
Thy exkAnoiay; 1 Clem. lix. 3, “the creator and over- 
seer of every spirit,” tov mavTos wvevmatos KTLaTHY Kal 
éwisxo7ov), and means just the same as “ guardian of 
our souls,” rpoorarys tav Yuxav nur, 1 Clem. Ixi. 3); 
but it may also be buildings, economic affairs, etc., or it 
may be a combination of the two. ‘The absence of 
the article in the passage with which we are dealing 
suggests the conjecture that the Philippian bishops and 
deacons did not come into Paul’s view as definite 
individuals, but as a group. 

With these passages we come to the end of the 
material which we possess dealing with the earliest 
period of the Gentile churches (with reference to local 
offices). We may just add that the Corinthian crisis, as 
it is depicted in the two Epistles to the Corinthians, 
appears as an attempt on the part of the community 
to withdraw from their obedience to the apostle. But 
tension between the local organisation and the universal 
apostolic organisation, although there is some ground 
for conjecturing its existence, was not the primary cause 
of the trouble ; what really happened was that, under 
the influence of the insubordinate local apostles, a 
faction against the apostle was formed within the 
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community already endangered by a factious spirit, and 
threatened to win the whole community to its side. 
All the factions, however, grouped themselves round 
apostolic men (a correct view of the situation will be 
found in 1 Clem. 47); ze., with all its claim to local 
independence, it is quite clear that the community still 
enjoyed it only to a limited extent. 

The material brought together is neither consistent 
with itself nor does it allow us to draw direct con- 
clusions as to the rise of the uniform constitutional 
system, such as we find almost everywhere in the period 
after Hadrian. In particular, however, it cannot be 
settled whether the most important passages refer 
purely to regular unofficial services or whether they 
already imply official functions (see, ¢.g., 1 Thess. v. 12 
ff.). We must therefore see whether the documents of 
the middle period (Vespasian to Hadrian) afford us 
information which will throw a light both backwards 
and forwards. 


15. Constitutional Documents belonging to the Period 
Srom Vespasian to Hadrian (apart from the 
Epistles of Ignatius). 

(a) The First Epistle of Peter and the Epistle of 
James.—The passage in 1 Pet. iv. 10 ff, “ according 
as each hath received a gift, ministering it among your- 
selves, as good stewards of the manifold grace of God ; 
if any man speaketh, speaking as it were oracles of God ; 
if any man ministereth, ministering as of the strength 
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which God supplieth” (écaoros cabws f\aBev Xapio pa, 
ele EavTOUS aVTO StakovovyTes ws KAO! O'Kovdmot ToLKLANS 
Xapitos Oeot* ef tis Darel, ws Adyta Oeod* et Tis 
Staxovel, we €€ iaxXvos As Xopnye? 6 Oeds), has quite an 
ancient ring about it, as if Paul had written it. All 
have a share, each in a certain definite way, in the 
charismata which lie at the base of the organisation ; 
the charisma in each instance should lead to a ministry 
(dtaxovia); the most important aspect of such service is 
the ministry of the Word on the one hand, and service 
in the narrower sense (the rendering of aid) on the 
other. (Note that the scope of the phrase “ those who 
minister,” Staxovovyres, 1s wider than that of the phrase 
“he who ministers,” S:axove?). But in the same Epistle 
the author, calling himself a fellow-presbyter (cvv7pec- 
Burepos), turns to the presbyters (v. 1 ff). On the 
one hand, he contrasts them (verse 5) with the younger 
(vewrepor), 2.€. simply the younger generation in the 
community (the meaning is probably different in Acts 
v. 6, 10; here the young men, of vedrepor [of veavicxor] 
are a group of young people in the service of the 
Jerusalem community, of whom nothing else is known), 
but on the other hand he shows by his exhortation that 
these presbyters by no means include all the elders, but 
are officials, whose number must therefore be limited. 
His exhortation runs (v. 2): “Tend the flock of God 
which is among you, exercising the oversight, not of 
constraint, but willingly; nor yet for filthy lucre, but 
of a ready mind ; neither as lording it over the charge 
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allotted to you, but making yourselves ensamples to the 
flock. And when the chief Shepherd shall be manifested, 
ye shall receive the crown of glory that fadeth not 
away,” oimavate TO év vmiv moiuvtov Tov Oeov, un 
avayKacTa@s GANG Exovoiws, pmyde alrxpoKepd@s aa 
a podvpws, und’ ws KaTakuptevovTes TOY KAipwv (KAjpwv 
can only be a synonym for zoiumov: it therefore 
signifies the departments and groups within the com- 
munity, and this meaning must thus be distinguished 
from the later technical use), GAAG Tv7oL yivomevot 
Tov Toluviov' Kat avepwOévros Tov apxeTolmevos 
kousetabe TOV aAuapavtwov THs So€ns ctépavov. Their 
office is the work of a shepherd, who may live on the 
flock, who may rule it harshly, selfishly and tyranni- 
cally, or willingly, joyously and exemplarily, and 
who some day is to expect a special reward. With 
a local authority so strongly developed, the fact that 
the point of view in c. iv. 10 is still maintained is 
particularly important. Presbyters (of rpecBurepor THs 
exkAnoias) are also mentioned in Jas. v. 14; they are 
to be summoned in cases of sickness, and are to treat the 
sick with prayer and an anointing with oil; hence, here 
also, we are not to think of all the older generation in 
the community. Besides, in ¢, iii, 1 the readers are 
warned not to be too ready to assume the responsible 
office of teacher. Unfortunately we do not know the 
locality to which the Epistle belongs. 

(6) The Epistle to the Hebrews.—In the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, which is probably addressed to Rome, 
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presbyters are not mentioned, but we find officials (and 
the author himself takes up a position of authority 
towards those whom he is addressing). In this Epistle 
they are consistently called chief men (syoUmevor), Which 
is not a title but a general expression (cf. Acts xv. 
22, where the prophets Silas and Judas are so named, 
and Luke xxii. 26, where “he that is chief,” #yovpevos, 
stands in contrast with “he that doth serve,” Staxovav). 
In the main passage, xiii. 17, there is no doubt that 
responsible pastors are meant: “Obey them that have 
the rule over you and submit to them: for they watch 
in behalf of your souls, as they that shall give account ; 
that they may do this with joy and not with grief” 
(weiGecOe Tois nryoumevols tuov Kal vrelkeTe’ avTOL 
yap aypuTvoicw uTep Tov Wuxdy jpov ws Aoyov 
amodwcovres’ tva wera Xapas TovTO Tolwow Kal wy 
 orevatovres); xiii. 24 is to be understood as referring 
to the very same people, although to a wider circle of 
them. On the other hand, it must remain an open 
question whether the dead leaders (syovmevor, xiii. 7) 
whom the recipients of the Epistle are to remember, 
“ who spake unto you the Word of God, and considering 
the issue of their life, imitate their faith” (otrives 
éXaAnoay viv Tov Adyov Tov Veod, dy avaBewpotvTes THY 
&Bacw Tis avarTpodijs utpeio8e THY Tic) are not to 
_be understood as apostles, in this case Peter and Paul. 
(c) The Apocalypse of John.—In the literature stand- 
ing in the name of John we find in chapter iv. of 
the Apocalypse, describing the great vision of God on 
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His throne, four and twenty presbyters sitting beside 
Him. (Is this significant for the constitution of the 
community?) In the seven letters we find, it is true, 
a prophetess in Thyatira (ii. 20), but nowhere any 
mention of an office in the community, and the angels 
of the community cannot be taken as bishops—an 
explanation which was never given in the earlier period 
(in spite of Zahn and others). But the position of the 
writer, John, is important. He appears in point of 
fact as the superintendent of these communities, 
although he describes himself as a brother (i. 9). The 
only other features we can point to are the representa- 
tion of the twelve apostles in the book (xxi. 14) as the 
twelve foundation stones; the mention of the apostles 
and prophets (xviii. 20); further, the false apostles who 
had forced their way into Ephesus (ii. 2), and the 
reader (i. 3), who is presupposed in every community 
(see Mark xiii. 14, Matt. xxiv. 15). 

(d) The Epistles of John and the Gospel of John.— 
The author of the three Epistles, who in the second and 
third calls himself the presbyter (6 arpeoSvrepos), and 
who is probably identical with the John of the Apoca- 
lypse, appears in these likewise as a superintendent. 
This is discernible in I. ii, 12 ff, but it is quite 
evident in the third Epistle (see Texte wu. Unters., xv. 8, 
1897). The author rules as head over a considerable 
number of communities and controls them by _ his 
envoys and by means of epistles: but at the same time 
he is conducting a mission to the Gentiles by means 
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of these envoys. In both connections, however, he 
encounters in one community a strong opposition, 
which went so far as the refusal to receive the Epistles 
and missionaries, and ended in the excommunication of 
the adherents whom these had gained in the com- 
munity. The fact that the opposition proceeds from 
one man, who (iii. 9) is described as “he who loveth to 
have the pre-eminence among them,” 6 ¢AoTpwrevwr 
avTev (scil. in the church, of which he is a member), 
makes it evident that here the local pastor (or one 
of the local pastors, for the recipient of the Epistle 
and the Demetrius mentioned in verse 12 appear to be 
his colleagues) is in conflict with the author, who lays 
claim to the rights of a general superintendent as well 
as of a mission superintendent. Thus we here have 
an example of a flagrant collision between the general 
spiritual and missionary organisation, represented by 
the presbyter, and the local organisation. (Compare 
the description of John’s position and work in Clement 
of Alexandria, Quis dives 42: “When .... he re- 
moved to Ephesus, on being invited, he went also to 
the neighbouring districts of the Gentiles ; in one place 
appointing bishops, in another setting in order whole 
churches, in another selecting for an office some one of 
those indicated by the Spirit,” évesdy . . . . wernAOev eri 
ray” Edecov, amet Tapakadovpevos Kat emt Ta wAnotO- 

xwpa trav Over, OTov pev emIcKOTOUS KATATTI}TWY, 
Scrov be bdas ékKAnolas apyocwy, Grou 6€ KAjpw eva 


“ ‘ n~ , 
yé Twa KAnpdo wy TOV YO TOV TVEVMATOS THMALVO- 
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uévov. Immediately afterwards he speaks of the pre- 
siding bishop, caYerrws éricxorros, of acity.) Finally, in 
the gospel of John the apostles are warned against pride 
of office (xiii. 13 ff.), not, however, as it seems, against 
exalting themselves above the community, but against 
exalting themselves over one another and in contrast to 
their master, Christ. The only other passage that is 
noteworthy is xxi. 15 ff., in which the general pastoral 
office is solemnly conferred upon Peter. Matt. xvi. 18 
is to be compared. 

(e) The Pastoral Epistles.—In the Pastoral Epistles 
Timothy and Titus appear as representatives of the 
apostle during his absence, so far as representation is here 
possible. They are to see that the teaching is sound 
(as opposed to false doctrine) ; “‘ to give heed to reading, 
to exhortation, to teaching” (rpocéyew tH avayvacet, 
Th TapakAjoe, TH SidacKkaria, I. iv. 18); they are to be 
circumspect in appointing officials, and, as superintend- 
ents, are to look after the community or communities. 
According to II. ii. 2 ff., Timothy is to hand on to 
reliable men, who promise to become skilful teachers, 
the doctrine which has been handed down to him 
from the apostles among many witnesses (d:a 7oA\Ov 
papTupwy); he himself, however, as a spiritual warrior, 
is not to mix in the affairs of the world, and 
all the less as he has the right to live on his office 
(as the apostle himself, 1 Cor. ix. 7). In the Epistle 
to Titus, besides “aged men” (advanced in years, 
apex Puta) and aged women, who by virtue of their 
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_ position have duties towards the young women and 
men (ai véat, of vewrepo.) which seem to be almost 
official (ii. 2 ff), special presbyters are mentioned 
(i. 5 ff.) whom Titus is to appoint (xaOiorava) on 
the island (Crete) in every city (kara woAw). After 
the qualities necessary for them have been enumerated 
(inter alia they must be blameless, avéy«Anros, and the 
husband of one wife, was yuvarkos avjp), the writer 
goes on, “for the bishop must be blameless, as God’s 
steward” (det yap Tov éricxoroy avéyKAnTov evar ws 
Beot oikovopuos), and then follows another long list of 
qualities. As the somewhat tautological text runs, 
the bishop seems to be identical with the presbyter, 
and must therefore be understood in a plural sense ; 
but it is a question whether verses 7-9 are not an inter- 
polation (verse 6 ends with “unruly,” avvrdraxra, and 
verse 10 begins with “unruly,” dvurdraxto.). If that 
be so, in this case the regulation is probably to be 
interpreted as referring to a monarchical bishop. In 
1 Timothy, “old men” (advanced in years, but here the 
word used is pec Bvrepor), aged women, young men and 
young women, as in the Epistle to Titus, are distinguished 
as special classes of the community (v. 1 ff.), and in 
addition, widows who are widows indeed, and those 
widows who are entrusted with some function in the 
community (v. 9 ff.), and who receive their maintenance 
from the treasury of the community (v. 16). In 
addition, the communities possess appointed presbyters, 
and with regard to those who rule well («ads mpoec- 
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rares), but especially those who are capable of teaching, 
it is ordained that they are to receive a double portion 
(v. 17). Also, no accusation against them is to be 
received unless two or three witnesses are present (v. 19). 
But besides these regulations there is another lengthy 
section (iii. 1-13), which treats of the qualities of the 
bishop and the deacons, and is introduced with the 
words, “if a man seeketh the office of a bishop, he 
desireth a good work,” e7 tis émickomijs Opéyerat, Kadov 
épyou émiOuuei (the office of a bishop is therefore a 
possible and legitimate object of ambition). Among 
the qualities of the bishop, which are almost identical 
with those demanded in the Epistle to Titus, it is 
especially important that besides being the husband of 
one wife (usas yuvaixos djp), he should be given to 
hospitality, apt to teach, no lover of money, one 
that ruleth well his own house (g:AodEevos, didaxTiKos, 
adidapyupos, Tov idiov otkov KaAGs TpoicTapevos), and 
he must have good testimony from them that are 
without. The qualities of the deacons are similar to 
those of the bishop (it is uncertain whether iii. 11 refers 
to the wives of the deacons or to the deaconesses). 
This section stands in much the same position as its 
parallel in the Epistle to Titus. Probably it is inter- 
polated (iii. 14 connects with ii. 15); in this case it is 
to be interpreted as referring to a monarchical bishop 
with his deacons (v. 2, 6 éricxomos; v. 8, dtakovor). If 
it is not interpolated, then the bishop=the bishops = 
the appointed presbyters. 
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(f) The First Epistle of Clement.—Finally, we get 
from the First Epistle of Clement not an incidental and 
incoherent but a deliberate, connected and comprehen- 
sive account of constitutional conditions. The fact 
that the Epistle is written from one community to 
another, its Roman origin, and the certainty with 
which it can be dated, make the information which it 
gives all the more valuable. But the statement of 
actual conditions is bound up with historical judg- 
ments and a theory which are not equally certain. 
The occasion of the Epistle is the revolt of a part of 
the Corinthian community (the “younger men”), at 
the instigation of a few ringleaders, against the other 
members ; the revolt has already led to the deposition 
of blameless officials of the community—a deposition 
which meets with the disapproval of the Romans. 
The actual facts which the Epistle shows are as 
follows :— 

(a) The community is divided into older men 
— (rpecBirepor) and the “ young”; to the former honour 
is due (i. 3, iii. 3, xxi. 6). 

(6) From these presbyters (as advanced in years) we 
must distinguish “the leaders,” to whom obedience is 
due (jyovpuevot, wponyovpevor, i. 8, xxi. 6; it can be 
proved from other sources that in the earliest period 
this was a general name in the Roman community for 
all leaders; see above, Hebrews and Hermas, Vis. ii. 2, 
ili. 9). 

(c) Among these leaders the Epistle keeps in view 
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from c. 40 onwards those who had to conduct divine 
service, either because this seemed to the author the 
most important (in certain respects it was the most 
important), or because the dispute centred round the 
order of worship. These leaders the author thrice calls 
“bishops and deacons,” and their office the “ bishop’s 
office,” emicxomy (xli. 4 ff., xliv. 1, 4). 

(d) here are appointed officials (xaOioravewv, xlii. 4, 
5, xliii. 1, xliv. 2 ff., liv. 2) who as having for many 
years borne a good report with all (xliv. 3), and finally 
having been solemnly put to the test (xliv. 2), have 
been appointed by men of repute with the consent of 
the whole Church (xliv. 3). 

(e) Their functions in the bishop’s office (€zicko7y) 
are essentially or primarily connected with public 
worship (“to offer the gifts,” zporpépev ta sepa, 
xl. 4; “to perform offerings and ministrations,” zpoc- 
popas Kal AeToupyias émiTedcicOa, xl. 2; “to make 
offerings,” zpocgopas moety, xl. 43; ‘ ministration,” 
AecToupyia, is used in c. 44 alternately with “ bishop’s 
office,” éatrKo77). 

(f) These officials, a section of whom has just been 
deposed, also bear (xliv. 5) the title “ presbyters ” (the 
passage is decisive, because it calls the deceased prede- 
cessors of the deposed bishops and deacons “ the 
presbyters who have gone before” [apoodorropijoavres 
mpeaBuTepv|; the passages xlvii. 6 and lvii. 1 are not 
decisive, because here the presbyters [of rpecBitepor] 
may mean [as in i. 3, ili, 3, xxi. 6] those advanced in 
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years), and in liv. 2 they are at least included among 
the appointed presbyters (xaOeorauévou peo Birepor). 

(g) In spite of the great importance of the officials, 
ideally and in the last resort authority rests with the 
flock itself (7d zolunov, see xvi. 1, xliv. 3, liv. 2, 
Ivii. 2) or with the people (7d rAjOo¢: liv. 1, “I do 
that which is ordered by the people,” zoi@ ta apoc- 
TAaTTOMEVa UTO TOU TAOoUS). 

(2) The existence of a monarchical bishop for Corinth 
is excluded. 

(¢) The author of the Epistle writes in the name of 
the Roman community and never abandons this attitude; 
nor does the Roman community send people to Corinth 
whom it describes as clerics but as “ faithful and prudent 
men that have walked among us from youth unto old 
age unblamably,” dvdpas mictovs Kat cadppovas, amo 
veoTnTos avarTpapevtas ews ynpous AapeumTws ev Hiv 
(xiii. 6). 

These are the actual conditions which prevailed ; 
it follows from them that the bishops and deacons, 
who are always mentioned together, and whose common 
function is called a bishop’s office (é7icKko7y), or minis- 
tration (Ae:toupyia), probably belong, as appointed 
presbyters (xaBecrauévor tpexBvTepor), to the rulers 
(jyovuevor); but it by no means follows that these 
officials in charge of public worship were the only 
rulers (jyovmevor); it is much more probable that the 
latter include other groups who are not named (it is 
not even certain that al/ appointed presbyters, xa@e- 
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orapévor mpexBvtepot, are bishops or deacons). But 
besides what has been described, the Roman community 
in its Epistle brings forward a theory and historical 
assertions with reference to the office of worship. 
Firstly, it introduces in c. 40 ff. the theory that the 
arrangements for worship in the Old Testament, and 
therefore also the particular orders, high-priests, priests, 
levites, laymen, are typical for the Christian com- 
munity (high-priest = Christ, priests = bishops, levites = 
deacons); it is questionable whether, in the sense in 
which the author uses it, the term “the layman” 
(6 Aaikds) belongs to the type or to the Christian anti- 
type. But since the term is not found in the Septua- 
gint, the latter is probable (for further details about 


laity and clergy see below); with this the fateful first’ — 


step is taken of interpreting the nature of office in 
the Church by reference to Jewish institutions (to a 
certain extent the way is prepared for this in 1 Cor. 
ix. 9 and 1 Tim. v. 18). This was, as far as we know, 
something new—especially as it is emphasised in xli. 3 
that the violation of the laws of worship in the Old 
‘Testament involves death ! !—and the Roman community 
is proudly conscious that new knowledge has been 
granted to it (xli. 4, “ye see, brethren, in proportion 
as greater knowledge hath been vouchsafed unto us, so 
much the more are we exposed to danger,” 6dpare 
ade pot, bow aAElovos Katn&ioOnmev YVoOTEws, TOTOUTM 
MarXov vroKeiueOa Kudivy). Secondly, by misquoting 
the words of Isaiah (Ix. 17), “I will also make thy 
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officers peace and thine exactors righteousness” (décw 
TOUS apxovras cov ev elpivy Kal ToUs éTicKOTFOUS TOU eV 
dixatogvvy), in the form “I will appoint their bishops in 
righteousness and their deacons in faith” (cataoTijow 
[this is also a technical term ; see above] Tovs émicxd7rous 
auT@v ev dtkatocvvy Kal Siaxdvovs adTay év Tiere), it 
maintains that the appointment of bishops and deacons 
under these very titles is foretold in the Old Testament. 
Thirdly, it declares that the apostles, who were sent 
from Christ just as Christ was sent from God, had, as 
missionaries, everywhere appointed their first converts, 
when they had proved them by the Spirit (cf 1 Tim. 
iii. 10), as bishops and deacons “ unto them that should 
believe” (tav meAAOvTwy wicTever). Finally, it main- 
tains that “our” apostles (here perhaps not the Twelve, 
but Peter and Paul; see c. v.) had foreseen by revelation 
from Jesus Christ that there would be strife over the 
name of the bishop’s office (€or €rrau él TOU dvomaTos 
THs émixomys). On this account they had not con- 
tented themselves with the aforesaid appointment, but 
had also added the direction that, after the decease of 
the first officials, other approved men should take over 
their ministration. As is obvious, there is no question 
here of apostolic episcopal succession (nor of succession 
at all), although the continuance of the office is repre- 
sented as being due to apostolical direction; the strife 
must therefore have centred round the question whether 
the office was to continue at all; there was thus no 
strife about the existence or desirability of the 
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monarchical episcopate, for this episcopate stood 
entirely outside the question. There is just as little 
strife as to who has the appointment of the officials as 
over the nature of their office. 

(g) The “Shepherd” of Hermas.—As regards the 
Roman community (but not the Corinthian), the 
Epistle of Clement leaves, after all, the distant possi- 
bility open that a monarchical bishop existed there, and 
that the very writer of the Epistle is the monarchical 
bishop (in this case we should, indeed, be forced to 
assume that the Roman community entirely disregards 
its own constitution, and puts itself at the point of view 
of the wholly different conditions prevailing in Corinth 
—which is, naturally, quite improbable). But this 
possibility is excluded by Hermas, who likewise wrote 
in Rome, and whose work appeared in successive parts 
during the first third of the second century. Hermas’ 
contribution to constitutional history is not large, and 
the little that he does offer is not clear throughout, but 
yet some of it is of great importance. 

1. In distinction from Clement, Hermas thinks 
primarily of the general community and not of the local 
community. Hence he brings the apostles and teachers 
to the front, for though, according to Sim. ix. 15, 16, 
17, 25, they belong to a past generation, yet according 
to Vis. iii. 5 and Mand. iv. 3 some are still living. 
He does not mention the prophets in connection with 
these views about the foundation of the Church (in Sim. | 
ix. 15 the Old Testament prophets are meant); it is 
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difficult to account for this omission (see my Mission 
and Expansion of Christianity, vol. i. pp. 339 ff.), since 
in Mand. xi. he goes very thoroughly into the question 
of the true and the false prophets, and he himself is a 
prophet. 

2. In Vis, iii. 5 he connects the general with the 
local organisation (as in the Epistle to the Ephesians) 
and now gives the sequence apostles, bishops, teachers, 
deacons (dzocToAot, éricxoTol, SidacKadol, diaKkovot), 
z.€. for him the local organisation is represented by the 
bishops and deacons; in order to honour the bishops, 
however, he puts them before the teachers. The con- 
junction “ bishops and deacons” occurs again in Sim. ix. 
26, 27 (with the order reversed for an accidental but 
obvious reason). Their chief task is, as unselfish men, 
to care for the widows and orphans, as well as the poor ; 
their service is called a ministration (d:axovia and 
Necroupyia). 

3. In Vis, ii. 2, 6, the rulers of the Church 
(wponyoupevor THs exkAyoias) are admonished to direct 
their ways in righteousness—we cannot but understand 
them (see 1 Clem.) as including every kind of leader 
—and in Vis. iii. 9, 7, they receive a still sharper 
admonition : at the same time we find expressly added 
to them those that occupy the first seats (azpwro- 
| kaQedpira:). Unfortunately it is not stated who these 
are: according to Mand. xi. 1 the false prophet sits on 
the chair (xa0édpa), and according to Mand. xi. 12 he 
strives after the first seat (rpwroxaQedpia). We shall 
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have to give the expression a wider meaning, as it stands 
beside such a general expression as “the rulers” (ot 
aponyovpevoc); it is certainly not a term of scorn: it 
means all those who, either as prophets or teachers or 
in some similar capacity, stand towards the multitude 
(76 7A900s, Mand. xi. 9) in the position of instructors. 
Whether the author condemns only the striving for the 
first seat (rpwroxaQedpia) or the very idea of a first 
seat, is not quite clear; still, the former is more 
probable, nor is it contradicted by Sim. viii. 7, 4, 
for here too the author signifies his disapproval, not 
of the foremost places (zpwreia) as such, but of those 
“who are emulous of each other about the foremost 
places and about fame. All these are foolish in indulg- 
ing in such a rivalry ” (ot éxovor GHrOv Twa ev adAjAOLS 
Tept Tpwrelwy Kal wept dokns TWwos' TavTes ovToL 
MOpOL Eiatv, ev GAANAOLS e€xovTes CHAOV TEPL TPwWTELwY). 
All the same, in view of the coming monarchical 
episcopate, the fact of “rivalry about the foremost 
places ” (€4A09 epi tpwretwv) is important (cf. 3 John 
v. 19, “he who loveth to have the pre-eminence,” 
piAoTpwrevwy), and nothing prevents us from seeking 
the disputants among the bishops (ézicKo7rou). 

4. In two passages presbyters are mentioned; in 
Vis. ii. 4, 2, the Church asks Hermas whether he has 
already given a certain little book to the presbyters. 
On his denial he is told that he is to read it in this city 
“along with the presbyters who preside over the 


5 ” Not a t a +. a 
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exkAnzias), and in Vis. iii. 1 he is taught in a symbolical 
incident that there are still worthier people in the 
church than the presbyters, namely, the martyrs. Un- 
fortunately, this short notice does not enable us to 
determine positively in what relation the presbyters 
stood to the bishops and deacons (the same applies to: 
the shepherds, zro:uéves, who are once mentioned, Si. 
ix. 31. 6, and who are responsible for the sheep. Who 
are they, presbyters or bishops?). Where the one are 
mentioned the others are absent. Obviously the pres- 
byters who preside over the Church (of zpecBirepa 
of mpotcramevor THs exkAnoias) belong so exclusively to 
the individual community that the author cannot make 
use of them where he thinks of the Church as a whole, 
or of the individual community as a reflection of the 
Church as a whole. But it is not possible to say any- 
thing more. ‘lhe relation of the two groups remains 
obscure. 

&; Finally, Hermas mentions a certain Clement and 
- a certain Grapte when he is speaking of the sending 
forth of the book (see above). The former is to send 
the book “to foreign cities” (ets tas ¢£w odes), for 
this is what he has been commissioned to do (ékeivw yap 
émiréerpartat); the latter is to make use of it to 
admonish the widows and orphans. Probably the 
writer of the First Epistle of Clement is meant; but 
even if it is recognised that in this sentence (éxeivww yap 
émirérpartat) Clement is entrusted, not with a tem- 
porary commission for a particular purpose, but with 
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a permanent and general one, still he cannot by any 
means be regarded as a monarchical bishop. ‘Though 
he may have been very highly esteemed and was perhaps 
a presbyter or a bishop, yet he can only be looked upon 
as an official appointed to deal with the correspondence. 
The existence of a monarchical bishop is excluded both 
by the plural “the presbyters who preside over the 
church ” (of rpecBvrepor of rpoicramevot Tis exkANoias) 
(in the one community of Rome) and by the plural 
“ bishops” (éaicxo7rot). 

(h) The Teaching of the Apostles.—The “'Teaching 
of the Apostles” is concerned, like Hermas, almost 
entirely with the Church as a whole, and with the 
individual community as its local embodiment. This 
is the reason why it is so much taken up with the work 
of the apostles, prophets, and teachers, whose work it 
still presupposes, even though it makes regulations for 
the case when the individual community has no prophets 
and teachers (ix. and x. 1-6 compared with x. 7, 
xiii. 4, xv. 1). The high esteem in which those 
“speaking the Word” (Adyor AadobdvTes) are held is 
extraordinary (they are to be honoured as the Lord; 
“for where the Lordship is spoken of, there is the Lord,” 
00ev yap 9 KupLoTng ANaAEiTal, éxel Kuplos eat, iv. 1; 
to criticise the prophet is an unforgivable sin, xi. 7). 
Although the class of the prophets already shows 
ominous signs of corruption (xi. 7-12), this makes no 
difference to the esteem which is their due, or to the 
material services which the community owes them (even 
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before the poor, xi. 4), for, as the author writes in 
xill. 3, “the prophets are your high priests.” We find 
here, for the second time, appeal made to the priestly 
office in the Old Testament (see above, 1 Clem.). In 
c. xiv. the author comes to the subject of the Sunday 
_ service and the solemn sacrifice (@vc/a). In this connec- 
tion he says (c. xv.): ‘ Appoint therefore for yourselves 
bishops and deacons worthy of the Lord, men meek 
and not lovers of money, and true and approved ; for 
they also minister unto you the ministry of the prophets 
and teachers. Therefore despise them not, for they are 
your honourable men along with the prophets and 
teachers” (yeporovijcate ody éavTois émicKkdToUs Kal 
dtaxdvous a€iovs Tov Kupiov, avdpas mpaeis Kal adir- 
apyvpous Kat adnOeis Kat dedoKimacmévors’ buiv yap 
AerTovpyovat Kai avTol Thy AerTOUpyiay Tay TpopyTov 
Kal diackadwy* wn odv UTEepionTE avTOUS' a’TOL yap 
éioly Of TETLUNMeVOL UMOV peTA TaY TpOdNToY Kal 
didacxadwy). These words are particularly valuable: 

1. They briug bishops and deacons into close con- 
nection—presbyters are not mentioned either here or 
anywhere else in the book. 

2. They show by the close connection of these 
persons with the sacrifice (@veia) that their function 
had primarily to do with public worship (see 1 Clem.). 

3. They specify their qualities in such a way that 
‘it is obvious that their duties also included personal 
influence and the management of finance. 

4, They prove that these officials (as distinguished 
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from apostles, prophets, and teachers) are appointed by 
the community and are therefore local officials. 

5. They show that “speaking the Word” (Aoyov 
NaAeiv) is not in itself one of their functions, but that 
this ministration, Aevrovpyia (owing to the lack of 
prophets and teachers) is beginning to pass into their 
hands. 

6. Finally they show that in the abstract a great 
gulf exists between prophets and teachers on the one 
hand, and bishops and deacons on the other, but that 
we should beware of underestimating the latter (as 
elected officials), since they now do the work of the 
former, namely, the ministration of the Word. 

(t) The Epistle of Polycarp—The Epistle of 
Polycarp is addressed to the community at Philippi. 
We shall treat later of the constitution which it 
suggests for Smyrna. In Philippi it does not pre- 
suppose a monarchical bishop but a collegiate adminis- 
tration. First of all, the men are admonished (iv. 1), 
then the women (iv. 2), then the widows (iv. 3), then the 
deacons (v. 2), then the younger men (vewrepor) (v. 3), 
then the virgins (v. 3c), then the presbyters, zpeo- 
Burepot (vi.). With reference to the young men 
(vewrepor), it is said that they are to be subject to the 
presbyters and deacons as unto God and Christ (as 
Oew kat Xpictw). Here the monarchical bishop must 
have been mentioned if there had been one in Philippi. 
But the admonitions addressed to the presbyters also 
exclude him, for these are represented as a collegiate 
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unity, but at the same time, in the demands which are 
made upon them, as the class which in almost all 
conceivable relations has the direction and administra- 
tion. In fact none of the lists which we possess 
specifying the qualities necessary for officials of the 
community is more extensive and many-sided than this 
(financial administration is mentioned and only public 
worship is absent). But it is very surprising that they 


- are not called “bishops” and that the name “ bishops ” 


is entirely absent from the Epistle (see, on the other 
hand, the Epistle of Paul to the Philippians). We 
might be tempted to assume that the admonition 
addressed to the bishops has fallen out from its place in 
front of that to the deacons, since it is extremely sur- 
prising to find these put in front, but another explana- 
tion is more natural. Owing to having dealt with the 


- young men (vewrepor) after the deacons, Polycarp felt 


called upon (cf. 1 Pet., 1 Clem.) to include under the 
general title “the presbyters” (of rpecGurepor) all the 
leaders whom he still wished to admonish. (Note also 
that each time he introduces the admonitions to the 
deacons and to the young men, vewtepo:, with the 
words “in like manner,” ouotws, but then continues 
simply with “and the presbyters,” cai of rperBvtepot.) 
The absence of the bishops is. thus accidental: they are 
included, together with the aged and the leading men 
generally, in the presbyters (77pecBuvrepa). A particular 
presbyter (Valens) is mentioned in c. xi.: on account of 


some lapse due to avarice he has lost his pension (“ who 
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was once a presbyter among you,” qui presbyter factus 
est aliguando apud vos). Nothing more definite about 
the constitution can be got from this. Still it is not 
without significance that an official entrusted with the 
administration of the funds—for this must be assumed 
from the nature of his lapse—is here called a 
“ presbyter ” and that he lost his position. 

This exhausts the most important passages in the 
sources belonging to the period from Vespasian and 
Hadrian, with the exception of the Epistles of Ignatius. 


CHAPTER III 
IcnatTius AND THE Episcopate. Locat ComMUNITIES 


16. The Rise of the Monarchical Episcopate. 
The Epistles of Ignatius. 
Immep1aTELY after the period to which this varied and 
by no means consistent material belongs, viz. in the age 
of Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius, the monarchical 
episcopate, along with the definite organisation which 
goes with it, is to be found, so far as our information 
extends, everywhere in the Church; indeed, as regards 
Antioch and Asia Minor, the Epistles of Ignatius are 
to be taken as proving its existence as early as about 
the year 115 a.p. The historical problem thus arising is 
great and difficult to solve, for in the material brought 
forward above there is scarcely a single feature pointing 
directly to the monarchical constitution. In Ignatius 
it takes the following form: at the head of every com- 
munity (except the Roman, to which he is writing) 
there stands a bishop, who bears this name and no 
other. He is the real monarch of the community, as it 
seems, in every conceivable relation. Primarily, how- 


ever, he is the leader of public worship and presides at 
83 
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all Christian gatherings, and the first duty of every 
Christian is to attach himself to him, and to avoid all 
unauthorised services. But it is not less important to 
hearken to his word, his teaching. In general “ nothing 
in opposition to the bishop, nothing without the bishop,” 
is the alpha and omega of the Ignatian epistles. In 
subordination, yet next in order to him, stands a college 
of presbyters (+6 rpeaBuryptov, of mpexBuvrepor) which 
acts as a council, with special seats of honour in the 
community. They seem to act, not as individuals but 
only as a council (but their powers are hardly touched 
upon at all), and they have no other name than “the 
presbyters ” (their number is not stated). Finally there 
come the deacons (an indefinite number), who do not 
form a college but appear as individuals. They are the 
executive organs of the bishop in divine service and in 
the work of administration, and for this reason are 
very closely associated with him (hence the affinity of 
bishop and deacon, which is also to be observed else- 
where). The “theory” which Ignatius constructs from 
this order seems, on a superficial view, to exalt to an 
extravagant degree its nature and dignity; in truth, 
the Ignatian theory depreciates them, or rather reveals 
that the whole institution was really by no means so 
exalted and on no such firm canonical foundation as he 
would have us believe. In the first place, the theory 
has its root in the view which makes the individual 
community a reflection of the community as a whole. 
This accounts for its being constantly proclaimed that 
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in the individual community the bishop stands in place 
of God or of Christ, the presbyters in the place of the 
apostles. his assertion really proves nothing at all: 
it would prove something, and indeed a great deal, 
if it was said that the bishop stood in place of the 
apostles and continued their office. But Ignatius does not 
say this. What he does say is indeed not simply rhetoric 
—for at its base lies the old conception of the general 
and the local community being in one another—but it is 
a view which does not involve the possession of judicial 
powers by the bishop and presbyters. Then it cannot be 
ascertained beyond doubt how much of this constitution 
was really established in Asia and how much belongs 
merely to Antioch. It is certain, indeed, that the 
Asiatic communities, to which Ignatius is writing, in at 
least one respect had a monarchical head as well as 
presbyters and deacons; and further, that the official 
who stood at the head might be a comparatively young 
man (Magn. iii.), and therefore as regards age need not 
belong to the presbyters. But the documents relating 
to Asia up to the beginning of the third century 
(especially Irenzeus) show how great a mistake it would 
be to extend to the whole of Asia Minor, on the basis 
of the Epistles of Ignatius, the sharp terminological 
distinction “the bishop, the presbyters.” They show, 
in contradiction to Ignatius, that the monarchical bishops 
were still always called “presbyters of the church.” 
But it is also questionable whether Ignatius really 
found the general rule of a single individual already 
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established in the Asiatic communities. What, to his 
joy, he did find an established usage there was that an 
individual who bore the name of “bishop” (but was 
perhaps not the only one to be called a bishop) con- 
ducted divine service. This forms the kernel round 
which his admonitions and speculations centre. But it 
may justly be asked whether the part which the 
presbyters actually played in the leadership of the com- 
munity was not quite different from what he makes it 
appear. Certainly he is totally silent about the real 
nature of their canonical powers. The problem is thus 
not so great as it was bound to seem at first sight. 
For Antioch, indeed, we must assume the existence of 
the monarchical episcopate in the strict sense, because 
Ignatius himself was bishop there. But what do we 
know of the community in Antioch and the Syrian 
communities? ‘The episcopate at Antioch may be a 
copy of the monarchy at Jerusalem of James and Simeon 
(this is Zahn’s contention), but it may also—and this 
seems more probable to me—have developed out of 
special conditions of which we have absolutely no know- 
ledge. The old list of bishops of Antioch connects 
the episcopate with Peter, and mentions Euodius as 
Ignatius’ predecessor (see my Chronologie, vol. i. pp. 70 
ff.). ‘The problem, so far as it is capable of solution, 
concerns in general only the regions lying between 
Phrygia and Rome, for it is only from these that the 
material comes which we have collected above. Even 
Egypt must be left out of account, for we have no 


IGNATIUS AND THE EPISCOPATE = 87 


statements as to the constitution of the communities 
there before the end of the second century. 

How, then, is the material belonging to the period 
before Pius to be judged in the light of the fact that 
these regions have monarchical bishops from the time 
of the Antonines? (For Rome the existence of a list 
of bishops belonging to the period of Soter [see my 
Chronologie, i.c.| and the express designation of 
Anicetus as the bishop in an almost contemporary 
document make it certain that the monarchical episco- 
pate came into prominence not later than about 150; 
the author of the Muratorian fragment is therefore right 
in giving Pius the title of bishop; the conclusion of 
the “ Shepherd” of Hermas must have been written about 
140 at the latest. So far as Corinth is concerned, we 
have the evidence of Hegesippus [Euseb., H.E., iv. 22], 
who states that Primus was bishop there in the time 
of Anicetus of Rome. Monarchical bishops in the 
Greek and Asiatic cities as well as in Crete are attested 
by Dionysius of Corinth, Polycrates, and others in 
Euseb., iv. 23 ff., etc. etc.) In my opinion the following 
points are certain :— 

1. Until past the beginning of the second century 
the organisation of the individual community did not 
in general possess the importance which it afterwards 
acquired. Men felt that, as Christians, they belonged 
to the Church as a whole, and regarded their attach- 
ment to the individual community, since it was some- 
thing fixed and earthly, almost as something which 
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ought not to be: this feeling they tried to get rid of by 
conceiving of the individual community as “the church 
of God (ékkAyola rod Qcov) dwelling as a sojourner 
in this city.” In accordance with this view we have 
government by the Spirit, by the whole community of 
the elect, and, last but not least, by the charismata, 
which organised everything and did not leave for the . 
most part any room for earthly judicial authorities, and 
made even the “governments” (xuBepvijres) appear as 
an outpouring of the Spirit (like glossolalia). 

2. The community as a whole is governed on 
strictly monarchical lines, for it has Christ as its 
shepherd and bishop; further, it builds itself on the 
infallible Word of God, and this is available, in the 
form of apostolical teaching, in living representatives 
and witnesses, namely, the apostles (prophets and 
teachers). Among them the Twelve take, if possible, 
a still more important position in the view of the 
Gentile churches, while the Common Law in the 
churches for dealing with spiritual matters grew up 
from the practice of Paul and the other missionaries 
to the Gentiles. 

3. The democratic equality which was based on the 
charismata and originally applied to a close association 
of brethren, might lead to the adoption, from the 
heathen religious societies, of certain free and easy 
forms, but this was certainly not brought about by 
earnest Christians, and even immature Christians could 
not deliberately adopt them but were only more or less 
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defenceless against their intrusion. We must therefore 
accept with the greatest caution the theories that 
ancient Christian institutions are to be carried back 
to the heathen religious societies; recourse to such an 
explanation as this is more appropriate in the face of 
later conditions. 

4. From the beginning the natural division between 
older and younger (apecGvrepor and vedrepor) is 
authoritative for the inner life of the local communities : 
to the former group also belonged all those whose 
services called for deference and thanks (even apostles 
might be called presbyters, but in general this did not 
become a technical usage). Where circumstances did 
not permit of the missionaries’ handing over everything 
that remained to be done after their departure to the 
care of a householder, or to the most prominent of the 
first converts, or to “old men” (how seldom, in all 
probability, was this possible, especially where the 
number of early converts was relatively large !), officials 
(as a rule the earliest converts) were appointed, probably 
always by the laying on of hands, though certainly the 
method was not everywhere the same. It may have 
been the rule for the apostle conducting the mission to 
make the appointment, but how varied must have 
- been the procedure when the impulse came from the 
Spirit; prophets also, and the community, might 
supplicate for this impulse and might examine it, and 
the practice of the later period shows that no one was 
forced upon the community. The officials—there are 
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always several—did not everywhere have the same name ; 
and it is especially noteworthy that in general they did 
not have a fixed name. Not only where the synagogue 
was taken as a model, but where the new order was 
regarded merely as a crystallisation of the natural 
division into old and young, and also in places where 
the municipal constitution may perhaps have supplied 
the example, the term “presbyter” was the obvious 
and natural choice. These old men were “elders” 
appointed by the laying on of hands—who sometimes 
disappeared into the general body of old men and 
sometimes stood out from it. They were also called 
“shepherds ” (for there was no metaphor more natural 
than this), and presidents (of zpotcTamevo.), a name 
which in itself does not denote any office but an actual 
function. ‘Their authority was to be in all essentials 
dependent upon their Great Example (1 Pet. v.), and 
was thus not really of a judicial nature. 

5. The functions of these presbyters were of a dia- 
conal nature so long as building up by means of the 
Word could be left to the free working of the Spirit 
(though in many communities the activity of the Spirit 
in this respect may have been from the beginning 
only very insignificant). But here we must distinguish 
a diaconate in a wider and a narrower sense. In the 
wider sense it includes every service which is not a 
service of the Word (this, too, under certain circum- 
stances is called “ diakonia,” but here it can be left out 
of account), and therefore everything which may be 
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an object of any care, discipline, and management. In 
the narrower sense it includes the two closely related 
spheres of care for the poor and the performance of 
duties at the assembly of the community. Both in the 
former relation and in the latter we find at an early 
period the names “ bishops” and “deacons” applied to 
the presbyters (just as they are applied to the Exalted 
Christ in respect of his work for the community as a 
whole), though it is only at the beginning and on rare 
occasions that the presbyters are called bishops in 
relation to the diaconate in the wider sense (nor did any 
cleavage into higher and lower functions develop in the 
diaconate as a whole). On the contrary, the presbyters 
come to be more and more regularly denoted by the 
names which had been reserved for the diaconate in the 
narrower sense, 2.¢. as covering the care of the poor and 
the performance of duties at the assembly of the 
community. (We should expect just the opposite in 
view of the scope of the term “ overseer,” €TLTKOTOS, 
but this is not what took place.) But in this connec- 
tion the practice soon developed of no longer reckoning 
among the presbyters the officials who in these depart- 
ments were merely executive and did not have the 
direction in their hands (here there was absolutely no 
chance of avoiding the cleavage), but of leaving to them 
the name of “deacon,” d:axovos (in 1 Clem. they are 
counted, curiously enough, among the presbyters). 
This led to a depreciation of this old title of honour 
(Ignatius still tries to lay a plaster on the sore); the 
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“deacon” became in reality only a servant, whereas at 
the beginning he must have occupied a higher position. 
It follows from this exposition that in the very earliest 
period presbyters and bishops here and there coincided, 
so that every duly appointed presbyter was also called a 
bishop. But quick and decisive was the victory of the 
form of expression according to which only the officials 
who played an active and leading part in the assembly 
of the community and in the care of the poor were called 
“bishops” (without losing the name “presbyter” or 
their place in the college of presbyters). ‘This victory 
—“hbishop ” (ézicKxo7ros) is a higher name and probably 
has nothing to do originally with the secular éziocxozos 
of a city, but only with the ézicxozos Christ; at a 
later period analogies may have been set up, and here 
and there these may have been of importance, but this 
cannot be proved—is obviously a proof of the increasing 
importance of the care of the poor and of the service in 
the assembly of the community, which more and more 
resolved itself into the conducting of public worship, 
now beginning to establish itself in a fixed form. But 
the function of the bishops and deacons (especially, 
however, of the former) must have completely differ- 
entiated itself from that of the presbyters in general, 
when, owing to the lack of prophets and teachers, they 
were charged with the function of building up by means 
of the Word (rév Aoyov Tov Aeod Aareiv), and other 
duties which these inspired men had hitherto performed. 
It is true that at the beginning, and in many com- 
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munities certainly for a somewhat lengthy period, every 
presbyter might be entrusted with this function, and, 
for example, the First Epistle of Timothy has in view 
presbyters who are capable of teaching. But as the 
testimony of the Didaché and Hermas shows, the func- 
tions of the apostles, prophets, and teachers must have 
devolved to an increasing extent on the bishops (and 
deacons) ; this, indeed, was only natural, since they had 
to officiate at the solemn assembly of the community, 
which more and more became an assembly for worship. 
The Didaché says that the bishops and deacons of the 
community perform the service of the prophets and 
teachers, and Hermas connects them with the apostles 
and teachers, but in this connection both are silent 
about the presbyters. But in and with this develop- 
ment a great deal of the high estimation in which these 
spiritual teachers were held must necessarily have been 
transferred to the bishops. The Didaché says as much 
in plain words: “they are your honourable men, along 
with the prophets and teachers.” What consequences 
this involved for the bishops, after they had become 
monarchical bishops and assembled in synods, will be 
shown later. 

6. The course of things as here set forth does justice 
to a great part of the material collected above, and 
clears up, though there is no need to show this now, 
the complicated use of the terms presbyter, bishop, 
deacon, as well as the affinity of bishops and deacons. 
Now for the first time, so far as we know, in the Epistle 
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of Clement this gradually developed order of the local 
community is carried back to the Old Testament 
prototype and to an authoritative apostolical order. 
(The latter assertion is to a certain extent supported by 
the facts, but to maintain that there was a “command” 
on the part of the apostles is a momentous fiction.) 
This order receives thereby a legal stamp; it is sup- 
posed to rest upon both spiritual and, so to speak, 
secular law. Clement makes this legal character apply 
to the office as an office of worship (and in its twofold 
division), maintaining at the same time the necessity 
(and therefore the necessary continuance) of the office 
and the irremovability of its holders, provided that 
their conduct is free from blame. Whether Clement 
was also interested in consolidating in the same way 
all the functions of the presbyters, including those 
which lie outside the sphere of worship, cannot be 
directly determined, but indirectly it follows as a 
necessary conclusion, for the community has to honour 
the old and to obey the “leaders”; moreover, it does 
not choose directly, but the officials are appointed 
(ka@icravar)—at least in Rome—by men of repute, 
e\ACytutor avdpes (i.e. by the leaders or notables); here 
the community has only to signify its approval 
(cuvevdoxety). But certain as it is that it is not a 
matter of indifference that, as far as we know, it was 
the Roman community which first claimed this as 
a statutory apostolical injunction, it is no less certain 
that Sohm here goes too far when he sees in the Epistle 
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of Clement the great lapse which led to the rise of 
ecclesiastical law, and deduces the spread of the new 
view from the circulation of the epistle. In Corinth the 
majority of the community must already have held 
essentially similar views, and must at least have been 
disposed to regard the office as necessary and its holders 
as irremovable.1_ The correct view is as follows: The 
local community, a body which has hitherto been 
essentially united to the spiritual community as a 
whole, now for the first time becomes an entity resting 
on itself, or rather on the officials in charge of its 
worship, and now for the first time there is an ecclesi- 
astical law in the proper sense, because the spiritual 
factor and the Church as a whole are as a matter of fact 
excluded (although, indeed, the practice still continued of 
referring everything to God Himself or to His Spirit). 
This change of opinion, such as can be proved to have 
taken place in Rome, by which a legal and apostolical 
character is ascribed to the constitution of the individual 
community, was consummated everywhere about this 
period or soon afterwards (but in the case of Ignatius 
the monarchical episcopate is earlier than this change). 


1 The irremovability of the officials—except where they have 
grossly violated their official duties and pso facto have lost their 
office (see Cyprian’s Epistles, from which it is obvious that loss 
of office was a matter of course)—was no longer objected to any- 
where in the great Church, so far as I know, from the second 
century onwards, A few Isaurian inscriptions, on which we 
read “twice presbyter” (51s mpeoBvrepos) seem to contradict this, 
but it is more than probable that “twice” is to be taken, not 
with “presbyter,” but with the preceding word, 
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7. As regards the question of the origin of the 
monarchical office, it is extremely significant that it 
developed in connection with the problem of organisa- 
tion. Organisation came within the sphere of the 
officials in charge of public worship, who also had in 
their hands the administration of the funds and the 
care of the poor. ‘These officials in charge of the 
worship are already mentioned by Paul (Philippians) ; 
Clement not only carries back their appointment to 
the apostles, but also knows of an apostolical injunction 
dealing with the lasting necessity of such an office of 
overseer (é71cKo77), While Hermas connects them with 
the apostles and teachers, and the Didaché with the 
prophets and teachers (similar assertions are not made 
about the office of the presbyters). Since we are deprived 
of almost every direct source of information concern- 
ing the origin of the monarchy of the bishop, we are 
thrown back upon hypotheses. In connection with 
these we must be mindful of the saying of Salmon: 
“Tf the original constitution of the Church was not 
the same as in the time of Irenzus, it must at least 
have been capable of an inner development to the 
later form, and indeed in the form of quite gradual 
changes, called forth by causes universal in their 
nature.” This demand we have so far complied with ; 
it is the same as that which we must postulate if we 
are to give a correct account of the rise of the New 
Testament and the apostolic rule of faith. 

(i) Probably where the monarchy of the leading 
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apostle (prophet or teacher) in a local community lapsed, 
there was from the beginning a kind of informal 
monarchy, i.e. the college of ruling presbyters needed, 
like all colleges, a president, and the community like- 
wise needed an executive official. Naturally this 
function fell to the one who took the most prominent 
part, and therefore not to one of the ordinary presbyters 
but to a presbyter-bishop. 

(ii) When public worship began to assume fixed 
forms and a ritual developed and established itself, it 
was natural that the leadership should come more and 
more into the hands of an individual; indeed, the 
celebration of the Eucharist perhaps required from the 
beginning a single leader (according to Sohm from 
the beginning as a representative of Christ). Justin 
distinguishes in public worship (about the year 150) 
the one president (zpoecrws) and several deacons 
(Staxovor) (Ap. I. 65, 67). The same applies to the 
administration of finance, which was so important: this, 
too, needed the management of one man if there was 
to be any order (Justin, I. 67): “What is collected 
is deposited with the president and he succours both 
orphans and widows . . . . and freely becomes the pro- 
tector of all who are in need” (ro cvAAeyouevoy Tapa 
Te TpoecToTt AToTWeTal, Kal adTOs EmiKovpEl Oppavois 
re kal xijpais . . . . Kal aTA@S TATL ToOis ev XpELA Odor 
kndeuov yivera). In Justin’s time the presidents at 
the service may still have changed, but the important 


point was that one was always needed. 
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(iii) Intercourse also with external bodies required 
a single representative to conduct the business of the 
community. We may take as an example the position 
in Rome occupied as early as the end of the first century 
by Clement, who drew up the Epistle to Corinth in 
the name of the Roman community, and whose activity 
with regard to foreign communities is also mentioned 
by Hermas. 

(iv) In this connection it will also be allowable to 
lay special emphasis on the teaching given, and on the 
protection of the communities from gnostic errors by 
the appointment of a single authoritative teacher. We 
saw above that the teaching functions and authority 
of the apostles and inspired teachers gradually devolved 
upon the bishops. In itself this transference does not 
involve monarchy, nor can the latter be deduced from 
the references, so frequent in the second and third 
centuries, to the chair and the first seat (xa0édpa and 
apwtokaQedpia), for this reference is not exclusive of 
the presbyters. Origen still writes (on Matth. xvi. 22) 
“the bishops and presbyters entrusted with the first 
seats among the people” (of tas mpwroxabedpias 
TETITTEVUEVOL TOV Nao érlckoTOL Kal wpe BUTEpoL), 
but it is natural that the chair (caOédpa, also called 
mpoedpia) should become more and more the possession 
of a single teacher. The sharing of responsibility easily 
leads to shuffling it off altogether ; only a_ single 
individual can undertake to be fully responsible (this 
also applies to protection against external influences ; 
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compare what Dionysius of Corinth says in Eusebius, 
H.E., iv. 23, about the importance of the monarchical 
bishop in Athens at a time of persecution), But 
particularly when spiritual instruction was given during 
divine service, the development of this service in a 
monarchical direction was bound to react on the 
monarchy of the bishop as being the teacher (compare 
the way in which Ignatius emphasises this function of 
the bishop). 

(v) The putting forward of lists of bishops (after the 
last quarter of the second century: in Rome, Antioch, 
Corinth, ete., Eusebius, H.E., iv. 23. 3 ff.) would have 
been an impudent falsification, which could not possibly 
have succeeded, if from an early period a single individual 
had not thus stood out as primus inter pares in the 
presbyteral college of many communities (in the sense 
in which Clement comes forward as author in the Roman 
Epistle to Corinth). Just for this very reason it is 
quite impossible to say when the monarchical episcopate 
really began. It developed by a gradual process of 
differentiation, though the fundamental tendency was 
not at the beginning monarchical in character. It is 
naturally first realised in the localities where the title 
of “bishop” is applied only to a single member of a 
community and not to several. 

(vi) There was another reason why the development 
towards monarchy could never appear as a break with the 
past, viz. in many matters the bishop, even after he had 
| become monarchical, acted in the same way as before, 


100 CONSTITUTION & LAW OF THE CHURCH 


namely, as a fellow-presbyter along with the college of 
presbyters. As it is said of Marcion (Epiphanius, xlii. 
2) that he appeared before the presbyters in Rome, 
so it is said of Noétus that he was judged by the 
presbyters in Smyrna (Hippol., c. Noét. 1), and the name 
“ presbyter ” was still applied to the bishops for a very 
long period (see above), and was preserved still longer 
in the bishops’ practice of addressing their presbyters 
as fellow-presbyters and colleagues. The development 
towards full monarchy which is involved in these ten- 
dencies was checked for a good many decades by the 
universal collegiate character of the office. But it 
must have been furthered in many communities by the 
recollection of what the founder, the missionary (apostle), 
had once been to them, and what, similarly, they must 
have wished to retain (besides, it was being continually 
put forward that the missionary became a. bishop, e.g. 
Orig., on Numbers, Hom. xi. 4, “just as in some city, 
where as yet no Christians have been born, if anyone 
comes and begins to teach, he would labour, instruct, con- 
vert to the faith, and afterwards would himself become a 
leader and bishop of those whom he has taught,” sicut 
m aliqua crvitate, ubt nondum Christiani nati sunt, si 
accedat aliquis et docere incipiat, laboret, instruat, adducat 
ad fidem, et ypse postmodum iis, quos docuit, princeps et 
episcopus fiat). ‘This development must also have been 
furthered by the analogy which it was sought to 
establish with the Church as a whole, which possessed 
in Christ its head and its episcopal monarch. But so 
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long as the idea of the Church as a whole was still a 
reality through being represented by an apostolical man, 
this reality kept the local community from taking the 
final step towards full sovereignty (and thus worked 
both in a positive and in a negative direction at the 
same time), for the monarchical bishop is the exponent 
of the individual community as self-contained and 
sovereign of itself. The conflicts in this connection 
which cannot have failed to occur (compare the case of 
Paul and the Corinthian community) have a clear light 
thrown upon them by the Third Epistle of John. It 
is especially characteristic that Diotrephes, ‘who 
loveth to have the pre-eminence” (6 diAoTpwTevwr 
Acorpégns), even exercises the right of excommunication 
(€x tig exxAnolas éexBadrde), for he could not give a 
stronger expression of his intention to be master in the 
house, and at the same time to vindicate the inde- 
pendence of his house against the whole Church, as 
represented by “the presbyter” John. The counter- 
struggles, however, of the collegiate office against the 
monarchy we should be obliged merely to postulate 
—for even in the “Shepherd” of Hermas their pres- 
ence cannot be safely affirmed (the cases where there 
is a quarrel about the already existing bishop’s office 
naturally do not belong here: Thebutis, Valentinus) 
—-unless we were able to prove their existence at a 
later period, especially in Carthage in the time of 
Cyprian. 


This is as far as conjecture may safely go with regard 
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to the gradual rise of the monarchical episcopate." 
Details, unfortunately, we are unable to ascertain. In 
the form which this office assumed, it is an original 
creation—primarily based, in all probability, on the 
local assembly of the community, which developed more 
and more into an assembly for worship—just because it 
drew to itself powers and forms from all sides. The 
opinion, which finds representatives in Jerome, Theodore, 
and others, that presbyters and bishops were originally 
identical, is not quite correct. The period at which 
every presbyter was also a bishop was in any case very 
short, and probably there were communities in which 
complete identity never existed. A quite peculiar 
theory of the origin of the monarchical episcopate is 
propounded by Theodore of Mopsuestia in his Com- 
mentary on 1 Timothy (see my Mission and Expansion 
of Christianity, vol. i. pp. 445 ff). Assuming the 
original identity of bishops and presbyters in the form 
of a collegiate body exercising official functions in the 
local community, he goes on to add that the power of 
ordination originally rested, not with them but with the 
apostles. The apostles, therefore (or in certain cases 
representatives appointed by them, such as Timothy), 


1 If this account be compared with that given by Duchesne 
(Early History of the Christian Church, pp. 62 ff.) the difference is 
apparently extremely small, but that it is a significant one is 
shown by such a sentence as this, on p. 66: “ Whether they (the 
communities) had one bishop at their head or whether they had a 
college of several, the episcopate carried on the apostolic succes- 
sion.” As regards the beginnings this is incorrect. 
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occupied from the beginning the same position towards 
whole provinces as the bishops now hold with regard toa 
particular city (é.c. they conducted ordinations and were 
superintendents). There was therefore a monarchical 
office existing in the Church from the beginning, 
and with this the power of ordination rested; it 
did not exist, however, in every community, but each 
province (or in some cases several together) had a 
monarch, namely, an apostle, or a representative ap- 
pointed by him. But when Christianity spread over 
wider and wider areas, when the apostles were dead and 
their representatives did not feel themselves strong 
enough to officiate as apostles and to carry on the name, 
and were unable to continue the imparting of miraculous 
powers, then they divided up the tasks and official 
titles; the name “presbyter” they made over to the 
presbyters, the title “bishop” they assigned to the 
individual who was to be authorised to ordain, so that 
he was now entrusted with the leadership of the whole. 
In this connection, however, Theodore makes the 
further assumption that at first there was only a small 
number of such bishops—two or three in a province,— 
and that it was only gradually that every place received 
a bishop. On this last assertion see below; it can only 
be accepted with a great many qualifications. But even 
his primary contention, that the monarchical episcopate 
is rooted exclusively in the power of ordination, cannot 
stand, and depends on the point of view of a later period. 
If the power of ordination was the motive force which 
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made a monarchical office out of a collegiate system, it 
must have been the rule from the beginning that on 
every occasion only one individual (and he a “ cleric”) 
should appoint and consecrate. But this was not the 
case. From 1 Clem. xliv. it follows that men of 
repute (€A\dy:uor Gvdpes) in the community made the 
nomination, and obviously also appointed the individual 
approved by the community. This is supported by the 
Apostolical Church Order. “Ordination” cannot by 
any possibility have originally played so important a 
part. But as it became more important it may also 
have contributed to the development of the monarchical 
office. In theory the rule that the community chooses 
the bishop is not altered, and still finds expression in 
the examination to which the candidate had to submit, 
and the applause which signified the community’s 
approval ; but in actual fact the election of a bishop was 
probably a clerical affair as early as the end of the second 
century. The fourth Canon of the Synod of Nicza, 
dealing with the election of bishops, presupposes a fully 
developed metropolitan constitution, and is totally in- 
applicable in the present connection. It is only in the 
proviso that at least three provincial bishops must be 
present at an election that it recalls an old regulation 
(Apostolical Church Order) which requires for the 
election of a bishop a body of electors consisting of at 
least three approved men (see the next section), but 
here there is no thought of clerics, much less of bishops. 
From the protocol of the election of a bishop in Hippo 
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Regius (Augustine, Ep. 213) in the year 426 much can 
be learnt as regards the formalities involved in the 
earliest elections also. 

If the election of a bishop was probably a clerical 
affair as early as the end of the second century, the 
same applies in a still greater degree to the choice of 
deacons and presbyters and their promotion, although 
here the people cannot have failed to take some part. 
In the time of Cyprian these appointments are entirely 
in the hands of the bishop; unfortunately, the material 
is wanting to enable us to decide when this transference 
came about, whether as early as the end of the second 
century or not until later, It is quite possible that 
the prayers of consecration which we still possess on the 
occasion of the installation or ordination of the various 
orders of the clergy, go back as early as the second 
century, but this cannot be decided for certain. Hence 
I leave them out of account. 


17. The Formation of the strictly self-contained Local 
Community. The Christian Schools. 

With the development of the monarchical episcopate 
the tendency to unite into a single community all the 
Christians in one locality reaches its consummation. 
Though at an earlier period household communities 
were still tolerated (their original relation to the local 
community is quite obscure), they now ceased. (The 
circle to which the Epistle to the Hebrews is addressed 
seems still to have been a separate community; see 
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Zeitschrift fiir neutestamentliche Wissenschaft I, 1900, 
pp. 16 ff, and Schiele, in the American Journal of 
Theology, 1905, pp. 290 ff), Attempts also to set up 
several independent religious societies in. a city cannot 
have failed to occur (see the Epistles of Ignatius), but 
they were now suppressed. It is not quite certain 
whether in some cities two episcopal communities did 
not exist peaceably side by side even after the mon- 
archical episcopate was fully developed; however, no 
such case is verified. Even those cases must have been 
disappearing in which for some special reason or other 
a community had two bishops ;! in any case the general 
character of the constitutional conditions is not affected 
by this. The relation of the “schools” (didackaXea) 
to the local community is not at all clear (see my 
Mission and Expansion of Christianity, 2nd ed., vol. i. 
pp. 357 ff, 443 f). After the charismatic type of 
teacher had gradually given place to the ordinary type, 
schools were formed which on the one hand were felt 
to be indispensable 


in order to carry on a vigorous 
campaign of religious defence and attack—and yet, on 
the other hand, were a danger (both on account of 
their independence as well as on account of their 


} See the case of Narcissus and Alexander in Jerusalem given 
by Eusebius, H.#., vi. 11, Closely akin to this exceptional case 
are the instances in which owing to the advanced age of the 
bishop a younger man is appointed as second bishop to assist him, 
After the Council of Nicwa even this was no longer permissible. 
Augustine (/’p, 213) excuses his aged predecessor and himself on 
the score of ignorance of the Nicene canon. 
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learning). What we know? is by no means sufficient 
to enable us to form a clear picture, for beyond the 
fact of the existence of these schools we hear very little 
about them. (Justin, according to the Acta Justini, 
says that he knows no other place of meeting in Rome 
than the one where he has his school.) It is open to 
anyone to try to show that in the second half of the 
second century there was a general danger that the 
Church would be entirely dissolved into “schools.” 
On the other hand, another might undertake to prove 
that here and there even popular Christianity deliber- 
ately assumed the character of a philosophical school in 
order thus to gain freedom, and to protect itself both 
against the State and a hostile society. (That isolated 
cases of such a proceeding occurred admits of hardly any 
doubt; see my Mission and Expansion of Christianity, 
2nd ed., vol. i. p. 365.) Both sides would be able to 
bring forward much that is noteworthy, but not 
sufficient to prove their case. ‘Thus much, however, is 


! We hear of Justin’s school, the schools of Tatian, Rhodon, 
Theodotus, Praxeas, Epigonus, and Cleomenes in Rome, the 
transformation of the school of Theodotus in Rome into a com- 
munity—that is the most interesting case of this kind which we 
know—the catechetical school in Alexandria. Hippolytus scorn- 
fully applies the term “school” to the Christians in Rome who 
were adherents of Callistus, 2.¢. to the majority of the community ; 
and in the same way Rhodon in Euseb., H.H., v. 13, calls the 
Marcionite church a “school,” d:d3acxadctuv. Further, we hear of 
the different Gnostic schools, which in the beginning certainly 
stood in part within the Christian community, and of the school 
of Lucian, hard by the church in Antioch. 
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certain, that on the one hand the “schools” involved 
a certain danger to the unity of the episcopal system 
(we have only to recall the case of Demetrius and 
Origen), and that on the other hand the episcopal 
church had succeeded, as early as the beginning of 
the third century, in exorcising their chief dangers.’ 
Everything that sprang up as a Christian society, 
and strove to establish itself in a locality alongside 
and independently of the episcopal community, was 


1 It is also true that, though the Church never became a 
philosophical school, yet what the Stoics and Cynics aimed at 
was realised in her in a peculiar way, viz. a league of the virtuous 
and such as desired nothing from the world, hence a society of 
the like-minded. Among the factors out of which the Christian 
“priest” or bishop was developed, may be reckoned the Stoic 
(Cynic) philosopher—not directly but indirectly, 2.e. the existence 
of such a class of men favoured the further development of the 
clergy. The fact that the old inspired men—apostles, prophets 
and teachers—were transformed into a class, who give professional 
moral instruction, preach sermons, restrain the people by judicious 
admonitions, that this class looked upon itself as occupying a 
mediating position and as being royal and divine, that its repre- 
sentatives became “lords” and permitted themselves to be called 
“despots”—all this is foreshadowed in the Wise Man of the 
Stoics and the Missionary of the Cynics. But in so far as these 
individual “kings and lords” are united in the idea and reality 
of the Church and are subject to her, the Platonic ideal of the 
Republic transcends and subordinates to itself the Stoic and 
Cynic ideal. But this Platonic ideal, again, received its political 
realisation in the Church through the very concrete character of 
the laws of the Roman empire, which were adopted or annexed 
to an increasing extent. Thus we find the philosophical schools 
and the Roman empire reflected in the fully developed Church 
of the third century, and yet the Church has evolved along these 
lines by its own innate impulse. 
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branded as heresy (aipects, 1 Cor. xi. 19; Gal. v. 20; 
2 Pet. ii. 1; “heretical” [atperixds] occurs as early as 
Titus iii. 10; the Jews called Christianity a heresy, 
see Acts xxiv. 5, 14; xxviii. 22). In each city there 
was to be only one strictly self-contained episcopal 
community, and these independent communities were 
to form together the Church of Christ. This simple 
arrangement proved itself to be an organisation of 
extraordinary strength. To be sure, it soon forced the 
community to extend that exclusiveness, which it 
showed towards the heathen, with no less strictness to 
such “ brethren” as were unwilling, for some reason or 
other, to submit to the bishop and the community. 
The unhappy passion for heresy-hunting which made 
its appearance among the Church Christians as early as 
the second century is not only a consequence of their 
fanatical enthusiasm for the true doctrine, but just as 
much a consequence of their exclusive organisation and 
the high claims which they made for themselves as 
being “the Church of God.” 


18. The Endeavour of the Christians to organise them- 
selves everywhere in strictly — self-contained 
Episcopal Communities. 

Just as in each city there was to be only one 
community, so, on the other hand, if it was at all 
possible, every place, however small it might be, was 
intended at the beginning to have its self-contained 
community. I have shown in my Mission and Expan- 
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sion of Christianity, 2nd ed., vol. i. pp. 445 ff. (as 
against Duchesne), that this was the ideal rule, although 
it was impracticable and was contravened at a very 
early period by the city bishops, who were reluctant to 
see any restriction of their original sphere of influence 
in the surrounding country, and was also modified by 
other considerations. Confirmation of this is found in 
the document contained in c. xvi. ff. of the so-called 
Apostolical Church Order! (Texte und Unters., ii. 5, 
pp. 7 ff.). “In the case where there are only a 
few men and less than twelve persons in a single 
locality who are competent to vote at the election of a 
bishop, a letter must be sent to the neighbouring 
churches, where there is one well-established, in order 
that three selected men” (cf. the “men of repute,” 
eANOytpor Gvdpes, 1 Clem. xliii.) “should come from 
there and carefully examine the one who is worthy,” 
etc. (From the third century onwards the relation 
between city and bishopric [or, in Egypt, district (vouds) 
and bishopric] becomes closer and closer; where there 
is a bishopric there is a city, and vice versa.) The 
document is also interesting in other respects, because 
it demands that the bishop shall be of good repute 
among the heathen, desires that he should be unmarried 
(if not unmarried, then the husband of one wife), and 


1 [For this document see Harnack, Texte und Unters. (1886), 
li. 2, pp. 225-237, and ii. 5, pp. 7-31. The latter essay has been 
translated into English under the title Sowrces of the Apostolic 
Canons, London, 1895,—TR. ] 


LOCAL COMMUNITIES Wi 


further, requires an education which renders him 
capable of expounding the Scriptures (naturally he 
must also be free from covetousness—this is a standing 
demand). There must be at least two presbyters 
(hence this number was already sufficient under certain 
circumstances), elderly men (it is not required that 
the bishop should be of advanced age), fellow-initiates 
(cuupiorat) of the bishop. There are to be (at least) 
three deacons. ‘That in larger communities the number 
was restricted to seven cannot be proved till we reach 
the third century, and this supposed limitation is 
probably a consequence of connecting the number of 
deacons with Acts vi., which was erroneously inter- 
preted as referring to deacons. The number of deacons, 
however, was not to sink below three, because they had 
duties to discharge in making investigations and giving 
evidence. 

Christians in the country, as opposed to the town, 
are mentioned in the first and second centuries. Justin 
(Apol. I. 67) relates that on Sundays they came into the 
city to attend the chief services. As regards their 
organisation, in so far as they were not simply members 
of the city community, we have no documentary 
evidence until we come to the third and fourth 
centuries (see my Mission and Expansion of Christianity, 
Qnd ed., vol. i. pp. 470 ff., 480, and elsewhere). 


CHAPTER IV 
Crercy AND Larry. Tue EccrestasticaL OrpDERs 


19. Clergy and Laity. 


In the second century the distinction between clergy 
and laity gradually becomes firmly established. It is 
a natural consequence of the process of development, 
but in the terms which are used it shows the influence 
of the Jewish distinction between priests and people 
(Aads). As early as 1 Clem. xl. 5 we find it said, 
6 Aaikos GvOpwros Tots Aalkois Tpottaymacw dédeTat 
(“the layman is bound by the layman’s ordinances”). 
In accordance with this we read in the Apostolical 
Church Order, c. 7, 6 Xalkds tots Aaikois mpaymact 
mepiTeOécOw vroTaccouevos Tois Tapedpevovct TH 
Oucracrnpiw (“let the layman content himself with the 
business of the layman, yielding obedience to those who 
minister at the altar”). Clement of Alexandria, Strom., 
iii. 12, cdv wpecBirepos ff Kav Suaxovos Kav Xalkds 
(“whether he is a presbyter or a deacon or a lay- 
man”); v. 6, Naik amoria (“lay unbelief”). In Ter- 
tullian the terms are frequent; e.g., de fuga 11, cum 
apsi auctores, i.e. ipst diaconi et presbyteri et episcopr 
112 
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Sugiunt, quomodo laicus intellegere poterit, etc. ( when 
persons in authority themselves —I mean the very 
deacons and presbyters and bishops — take to flight, 
how shall a layman be able to understand,” etc.), 
de bapt.17; de prescr. 41; de exhort.'7; de monog. 
11; Hippolytus, in Eusebius, v. 28. 12, jad rovs rédas 
ov wovoy Tov év KAipw, GAG Kat TaV daikay (“at 
the feet not only of the clergy but also of the laity”). 
Ep. Clem. ad Jacob. 5, ovrws éxasTw aiko auaptia 
éoriy (“so it is a sin for every layman”). The layman 
is a layman because he has not been set apart from 
the “ people” by ordination (see below). 

According to Acts i. the first election in the com- 
munity took place by drawing lots («Ajpos). But the 
story stands quite by itself, and, though for this very 
reason it is no doubt historical, it affords no explana- 
tion of the development of «Ajfpos into a technical 
term. Again, in 1 Pet. v. 3, xAjpor (charge) is used 
in such a way that we see that the word cannot yet be 
a technical term (in this passage it does not denote 
“clerics,” as some commentators maintain, but almost 
the opposite, for it is used as synonymous with 
“ flock,” 7oiuvoy, see above). Acts xvii. 4, apoce- 
KAnpwOycav te avAw (“they threw in their lot with 
Paul”), is also quite neutral. We see the origin of 
the technical use in such passages as Acts i. 17, roy 
KAjpov ths Siaxovias (“his lot in this ministry”). 
K)4pos is the lot (in the literal and in the figurative 
sense) by which something is won, and then it is 


8 
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applied to that which is won (a share, a place, an 
office); finally it denotes the group of those who have 
received a share (an office). We find the first evidence 
of the growing restriction of the term to the officials 
of the church in (Clemens Alex.), (Irenzeus), Tertullian, 
and Hippolytus; in the Epistle of the Church of 
Lyons (Euseb., H.E., v. 1) there are still several 
allusions to the «Ajpos Tay paptipwy (“order of 
witnesses”). Nevertheless, the evidence shows that the 
distinction between clergy and laity had become every- 
where firmly established in the language of the Church 
about 180 at the latest. Clement, Quis dives, 42, cAjpw 
[here not yet equivalent to “cleric”] éva yé twa kAnpa- 
cwy Tov UTO TOL TrevuaTos cnuawopuevey (“selecting 
for an office someone of those indicated by the Spirit ”) ; 
Iren., i. 27. 1, eat “Yyivov &varov KARpov tae ém- 
oKkoTns Oradoxns aTO TOV AaTOTTOAwY eXOvTos (‘in the 
time of Hyginus, who held the ninth place in the 
episcopal succession from the apostles”); iii. 3:3, rip 
eriskomny KAnpovrat KArjuns (“Clement was allotted 
the bishopric”); iii. 3. 3, rov rip éaicKkomie kAypov 
éxet EXevOepos (“ Eleutherus holds the inheritance of 
the episcopate”). Hippol., Zc., of év kAjpw.... of 
Aaikoi (“on the one hand those in office . . . . on the 
other hand the laity”); Hippol., Philos., ix. 12, #ofavro 
erickoTo: Kat tperBvTepor Kal Sstakovor diyamor Kat 
tplyapot kabicrarOat eis KAjpovs (“ bishops, presbyters, 
and deacons, who had been twice and thrice married, 
began to be appointed among the clergy”) (but 
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Hippolytus still uses it in the general sense, c. Noét. 1, 
&xBAnTos yevyTat KAjpov ayiov, “he is cast out from 
the holy inheritance”); Tertull., de monog. 12, unde 
enim episcopt et clerus? si non omnes monogamiae 
tenentur, unde monogami m clerum? An ordo aliqui 
seorsum debebit mstitut monogamorum, de quo allectio 
fiat in clerum? sed cum extollimur et inflamur adversus 
clerum, tunc unum omnes sumus (“For whence is it 
that the bishops and clergy come? [If all Christians 
are not bound to monogamy, whence are monogamists 
to be taken into the clerical rank? Will some separate 
order of monogamists have to be instituted from which 
to make selection for the clerical body? [No]; but 
when we are extolling and inflating ourselves in opposi- 
tion to the clergy, then ‘we are all one’”). Testam. 
Levi 8, cai 6 mp@ros KARpos eoTat péyas’ Kal Umép 
avTov ov yerjoerar étepos (“and the first class shall 
be great ; greater than it shall none other be”). It can 
thus be established that the Roman community was 
the first to use cAjpos as roundly equivalent to “ clergy,” 
for the linguistic usage of Carthage was derived from 
Rome. The Latin ordo (order) corresponds essentially 
to the Greek «Ajpos. Tertullian uses the word in a 
wider sense (ordo ecclesia, “ecclesiastical order”) in 
several passages (¢.g., de monog. 11), but with the 
meaning «Ajpos it occurs de idolol. 7 (adleguntur in 
ordinem ecclesiasticum, “they are chosen into the 
ecclesiastical order”), de exhortat. 7 (ordo et plebs, 
ordinis consessus, ecclesiasticus ordo, “the order and 
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the people,” “the sitting together of the order,” 
“ ecclesiastical. order”); de exhort. 13 (ecclesiastice 
ordines, “ecclesiastical orders”); de monog. 12 (ordo 
monogamorum [ironical], ecclesiastict ordines, “ order of 
monogamists,” ‘ecclesiastical orders”). The «Ajpos 
(ordo, order) is based on “ ordination” (used in a wider 
sense in the Muratorian Fragment [ordinatio ecclest- 
asticae disciplinae, “the ordaining of ecclesiastical 
discipline” ], and in Tertullian). The word first occurs 
in the narrower sense in Tertullian, de prescr. 41, 
ordinationes haereticorum temerariae, “the ordinations 
of the heretics are carelessly administered.” ‘Tertullian 
is still aware that the distinction between clergy and 
laity does not go back to Christ or the apostles, but is 
a (later) ecclesiastical institution; de exhort. 7, differ- 
entiam inter ordinem et plebem constituit ecclesiae auctoritas 
et honor per ordinis consessum (the college of presbyters 
sitting on special seats) sanctificatus (“it is the authority 
of the Church and the honour which has acquired 
sanctity through the sitting together of the order 
which has established the difference between the order 
and the laity”). With this “honour” compare of teti- 
pnueévor (“ your honourable men”) in Didaché xv., the 
SemAn Tiny (“double honour”) in 1 Tim. v. 17, the 
TeTiunuern etToupyia (“office with which they had 
been honoured”), 1 Clem. xliv. 6, and the riu% 4 KaOh}- 
kovaa (“the honour which is their due”), lc., i. 3. 
Compare also Clem., Strom., vi. 18. 107, teriunuévor 
Kpirat Te Kat dvouxnrai (“honoured judges and rulers,” 
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i.€. the officials of the Church) ; Ign., ad Smymn., ix. 1, 


0 Tim@v éexicxoroy bo Oeod TeTiunra (“he that 
honoureth the bishop is honoured of God”). To the 
“ordo” belonged not only bishops, presbyters, and 
deacons, but all who received an ordination (Tertull., 
de preescr. 41), hence, e.g., the readers and the organisa- 
tion of widows (on the minor orders, see below). All 
clerics are also called in Tertullian “auctores ” (“persons 
in authority ”); yet this word became no more technical 
than yyovmevor, te. “leaders” (but with regard to this 
latter compare the usage in monastic language in the 
Kast). 


20. Rise of a Specific Ecclesiastical Priesthood. 


The most momentous title which the higher ecclesi- 
astical officials received was the official designation of 
“priests.” The earliest stages fall within our period. 
It is well known what store was originally set upon the 
universal priesthood, in contrast to a priestly class 
(among Jews and heathen), how vigorously it was used 
against heathenism as late as the second century, and 
how vehemently Tertullian as a Montanist defended it 
(‘are not even we laymen priests?” nonne et laici 
sacerdotes sumus?). It is also evident from ‘Tertullian 
(de exhort. '7) that the logical consequences of the 
idea of universal priesthood still continued to exist 


in part in his own day (“where there is no assembly | 
of the ecclesiastical order, there you both offer and | 
baptize, and are a priest alone for yourself,” ube ecclesi- } 
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astict ordinis non est consessus, et offers et tinguis et 
sacerdos es tibi solus; cf. de bapt. 17, de monog. 7). 
The institution of a special order of priests is not to 
be derived simply from the direct influence of the Old 
Testament, still less is it to be regarded as a borrowing 
from the Jewish priestly organisation (perhaps the 
case is different in Jerusalem, see above on James; 
what Polycrates in Euseb., H.H., v. 24. 3, says about 
John in Asia Minor is obscure, “who became a priest, 
wearing the sacerdotal plate,” 09 éyevjOy lepevs To 
wéTadov mepopexws; was he not originally a Jewish 
priest who retained the robes?). Even the fact that 
the Epistle of Clement compares the bishops and 
deacons with the priests and Levites, and the Didaché 
gives the prophets the title of high priest (see above), 
significant as it is, is still not decisive. Finally, the 
fact that in the Gnostic sects (see below, concerning 
the Marcosians) as early as the middle of the second 
century a priesthood was developed, which in its 
theurgic character shows obvious signs of heathen 
influence, is irrelevant as regards the development 
within the Church, for in such matters the great 
Church followed in the second century neither the 
Gnostics nor the heathen. The root of the specific 
ecclesiastical priesthood is rather the specific sacrifice, 
as it developed in the conception of the Lord’s Supper 
(the ideas about sacraments, which were just beginning 
to take a definite form, must also be regarded as 
secondary influences). ‘This development begins very 
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early (note the phrase “to offer the gifts,” rpoopépew 
ta dopa, 1 Clem. xliv., and especially the “sacrifice,” 
Oveia, in Didaché xiv. ; with these should be compared 
the relevant passages in Irenzus). ‘This line of thought 
led to the conception of the @vovacripioy (place of 
sacrifice), and although at first a metaphor, it gradually 
established itself in the sense of “altar” (compare the 
Apostolical Church Order, ii. 7, and Wieland, Mensa 
und Confessio, 1906). The principle which Ignatius 
had already enunciated (ad Smyrn. 8), “let that be 
held a valid eucharist which is under the bishop or 
one to whom he shall have committed it” (ékeivy BeBata 
evxapiotia yyeicOw 4 UTO TOY éricKoTOY odca yw dv 
avTos émitpéWy), tends in the same direction. ‘The 
ecclesiastical priest appears first in Tertullian, and in 
fact he calls the bishop swmmus sacerdos (“ high priest,” 
de bapt. 17), from which it follows that even as early 
as that period the presbyters were conceived of as 
priests ; cf. de exhortat.'7; sacerdotalis ordo (“ priestly 
order”); de exhort. 11; de pudic, 1, 22; de monog. 
7, 12, disciplina sacerdotalis (“priestly discipline”) ; 
but at an even earlier period, de prascr. 29, 41, 
sacerdotalia munera (“priestly functions”); de virg. 
vel. 9, sacerdotale officium (“priestly office”); scorp. 7, 
sacerdos (“priest”). Similarly Hippolytus, Philos. 
pref., “we, as being their [the apostles’| successors, 
and participating in the same grace, high-priesthood, 
and office of teaching” (dv juets duadoxor TUyXavovTes 


a , A 
The Te avTAS XapiTos pmeTEeXoVTES apxiepatelas Kat 


120 CONSTITUTION & LAW OF THE CHURCH 


StackaAdtas). The East follows somewhat later. It 
goes without saying that the Old Testament priestly 
legislation was now brought in, and that, on the other 
hand, the analogies with the heathen priesthoods were 
bound to become of importance for the further develop- 
ment of this conception. It is important to note that 
the priestly character was not transferred to the deacons 
(in view of 1 Clem. xl. ff. it might have been expected), 
while it was attributed to the presbyters, because they 
might conduct “the sacrifice.” This led to a rap- 
prochement (this time a lasting one) between the 
bishops and the presbyters, after the monarchy of the 
bishop had fixed a gulf between him and them, and 
there was a danger of their sinking even below the 
deacons. The priestly character now attributed to 
them banished this danger for ever, although now and 
again deacons tried to make the really greater influence 
which they possessed felt at the cost of the presbyters, 
and had to be put back into their places. But there 
was another reason why the presbyters kept their place 
by the bishops, viz. that, besides their priestly power, 
they also retained their disciplinary and judicial power 
(here, however, under the supreme direction of the 
bishops, and to a continually increasing extent only 
)as their delegates). The theoretical and statutory 
| development of the power of absolution as a judicial 
_ power belonging to the clergy in their capacity of 
representatives of Christ, does not take place in the 
strict sense until the third century (Cyprian), and 
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not until then did it put an end to the collateral / 
spiritual judicial power of the martyrs, confessors, — 
ascetics, and visionaries. But it had long taken its ' 
place by the side of the latter, and the priests were | 
always able to prevent its coming exclusively into / 
the hands of the bishops—no doubt for the simple | 
reason that a single individual was physically unequal 
to the burden. 


21. The different Orders of Clergy, the Bishop (Episcopal 
Succession) etc. Dying out of the Apostles, 
Prophets and Teachers. 


The consolidation of the monarchical episcopate also 
fixed the orders and powers of the clergy. The position 
and significance of the bishop, the presbyter, the deacon, 
became fixed towards the end of the second century, and 
the confusion of one with the other, which still persisted 
in some Gnostic churches, was considered as a sign of 
their illegitimacy (Tertull., de prescr. 41). The 
bishop, just because he is monarch in the community, 
is its head and functionary in every relation. He repre- 
sents the community in the eyes of God (in sacrifice 
and prayer); he represents the community in the eyes 
of the sister-communities (by epistles and the reception 
of strangers coming from other communities) ; he repre- 
sents the community in the eyes of the outer world ; 
and lastly, by his administration of the sacraments and 
by his teaching, he represents God and Christ to the 
community. It is therefore superfluous, and indeed 
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impossible, to enumerate the rights and functions of 
the bishop, since in a certain sense they are limitless. 
The most important have already been described.t But 
an attribute of quite special importance is proclaimed 
quite clearly in the West as early as the end of the 
second century, z.¢. the attribute of the Apostolical 
Succession of the bishops. In that epoch of civilisation 
ideas of succession were by no means unusual; they 
generally took the form of mystical conceptions and 
legal fictions. These, however, are based on a very true 
analysis of experience, since there is hardly anything 
which gives a greater feeling of confidence and stability 
(if one does not go beyond a superficial view) than the 
chain of regular successions in an office or calling, or in 
connection with the transmission of a doctrine regarded 
as a deposit. Precedents and limitations necessarily 
grow up in connection with any office, as well as ideas 
of what is inevitably involved in it, and these influence 
not only the outside public but also the holders of the 
office or the custodians of the deposit, and confer upon 
these men, as a kind of permanent stamp, a char- 
acteristic temperament and reputation, as though 


1 It is a very important fact that as early as the last quarter 
of the second century dates were reckoned in Rome by bishops 
(elsewhere this system of reckoning is entirely absent or came 
into use much later), and that this method of dating very quickly 
became quite usual. See my essay in the Sttz-Ber. d. Preuss. 
Akad. d. Wassensch., 1892, pp. 617 ff., “Die altesten christlichen 
ae ots und die Anfange einer bischdflichen Chronographie 
in Rom.” 
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the originator of the whole chain were in some sort 
incarnate in them all. And even where the succession ‘is 
not felt so vividly or taken so literally, still the chain 
seems at least to afford a guarantee that here everything 
is preserved unchanged, though in truth this is a great 
error, for nothing living can escape the transforming 
influence of time. In that age all authority was repre- 
sented by successions, which rendered unnecessary and 
forbade any real examination of what the authority 
commanded. But the whole question turns upon 
this. The Roman constitution and law rested on 
successions, and the same applied equally to the philo- 
sophical schools of the period. Judaism, too, had its 
successions. Long before there was any thought of the 
apostolic succession of the bishops, successions were to 
be met with in the Church itself, namely, the succession 
of teachers (didackaXor), who had once been disciples 
(uaOnrai) of older teachers (and so on right up to the 
apostles), and the succession of the prophets (this plays 
a part in the conflict with Montanism; see my History 
of Dogma, vol. ii. pp. 94 ff). How inevitable was the 
thought of succession in connection with the possession 
of a deposit of doctrine is shown on the one hand by 
the Pastoral Epistles (see, ¢.g., 2 Tim. ii. 2, “and the 
things which thou hast heard from me among many 
witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful men, who 
shall be able to teach others also,” a 7#xovcas wap’ éuou 
ta TOAAGY mapTipwr, TaiTa Tapa0ov TicTois GVO parrots, 


, , 
oltwes txavot écovra Kat érépous dida€a), and on the 
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other by the Gnostic sects, which laid the greatest stress 
on the successions (d:adoxai) of their teachers right up 
to the apostles (there are numerous passages which show 
this ; see especially Ptol., ep. ad Floram in Epiphanius, 
adv. Her., xxxiii. 7, “the apostolic tradition which 
we also have received in succession,” 4 amoorToAlKy 
mapadoats, iw éx diadoxns Kal nuets TaperAnpaper). 
Under such circumstances it is rash to refer the apostolic 
succession of the bishops solely to the influence of 
Roman legal ideas (Tschirn, Zeitschrift fiir Karchen- 
geschichte, xii. pp. 220-231), although these may have 
co-operated as a strong secondary factor. If the right 
doctrine of God (6p80s Aoyos Oeot) was the main thing 
in the Church, on which everything else was built, and 
if the monarchical bishops had become despotic leaders 
and teachers (for the transference of the teaching 
function to them see above), there is no great need to 
ask whence and why the idea of succession was trans- 
ferred to them. It was bound to come in of itself, and 
even the fact that very soon it was applied exclusively 
to the bishops and all other successions disappeared, 
needs no explanation, for it is only a special case in the 
general development of the episcopate, which vanquishes 
all other rivals. The sole point that demands an 
explanation is the fact that it is only the apostolate in 
the form of the apostolate of the Twelve which is 
brought in as the starting-point of the chain of suc- 
cession. Their introduction presupposes the dying out 
of the general body of apostles, and at the same time 


ECCLESIASTICAL ORDERS 125 


the necessity, imposed by the conflict with the Gnostics, 
of carrying back everything in the Church to the eye- 
witnesses, and of connecting the means of proof afforded 
by the apostles with the thing to be proved, i.e. the 
adoration of the Crucified and Risen God-man (the 
development of ideas about the apostleship of the 
Twelve is treated in greater detail in my History of 
Dogma, vol. i.). The theory that the bishops received 
by succession (per successionem) the true Gospel as a 
charisma from the apostles, that therefore as teachers 
they represent in their combined testimony the apostles 
(namely, the Twelve—Paul only occupies a secondary 
position), and that only in this way is the truth 
preserved in the churches (veritas in ecclesiis custoditur), 
would probably have established itself without the 
conflict with the Gnostics, but in point of fact it did 
develop in consequence of that conflict. We meet with 
the theory first in Irenzeus (iii. 2:2; ii. 3:1,4; ii. 4:1; 
iv. 26: 2, 5; iv. 33: 8) and Tertullian (de preescr. etc.), 
But—apart from the fact that it was surprisingly slow 
in establishing itself—it remained for long only an ideal 
seen in fitful gleams, in so far as the individual bishop 
was unable to make it a reality in his own case without 
the co-operation of many other factors. Even the 
episcopal occupants of apostolic seats, although more 
and more importance was attributed to them, could not 
say as individuals “I am an infallible apostolical teacher 
because I am the occupant of an apostolical seat”; on 
the contrary, they could only render their apostolicity 
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and infallibility valid by the cohesion and agreement of 
the whole episcopal body.? 

Like every element in the organisation of the Church, 
however new it may appear, this apostolicity of the 
bishops had its preparatory stages, going beyond what 
was already fully developed. These stages consisted in 
the putting of the shepherds (zro:uéves) alongside the 
apostles, prophets, and teachers in the Epistle to the 
Ephesians; the setting of the bishops (ézicxo7o) 
alongside the apostles in Hermas, and the fact that 
the duty of teaching, which at an earlier period had 


1 Tt was not until the third century, as far as we are able to 
judge, that the Bishop of Rome gave himself out to be the personal 
successor of Peter (to the exclusion of all similar claims) and began 
to claim for himself the duties, rights, and honours which Peter 
had possessed, or which he and others attributed to Peter. This 
is something absolutely unique, and it is still more remarkable that 
the Roman bishop gradually succeeded in enforcing this exor- 
bitant claim. The other episcopal occupants of apostolical seats 
have never felt and proclaimed themselves the personal successors 
of the apostles in question, in the sense in which the Bishop of 
Rome made the claim, They said, no doubt, that they occupied 
the seat of James, Mark, etc. (cathedra Jacobi, Marct), but this was 
hardly anything more than the statement of an historical fact, 
Within the general conception of the apostolical succession of the 
bishops, the claim of the Roman bishop is historically and intrinsi- 
cally an entirely exceptional case, which is by no means covered 
by the general idea of succession. It is an instance of the shrewd- 
ness of the Roman Church that she tries to make it appear that the 
authority of the Roman bishop as the successor and representative 
of Peter is involved, ipso facto, in the general idea of the apostolical 
succession of bishops, while in reality, in the form in which it is 
conceived and turned to account, it has hardly anything to do 
with it, and is entirely devoid of any historical foundation, 
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been discharged by the apostles and teachers, now 
devolved first upon the bishops as a body, and then 
upon the individual bishop. (This is clear enough if 
we keep in mind in connection with the whole process 
the further fact that the high estimation in which the 
whole group of the “speakers of the word,” of Adyov 
Aadovyres, had been held, was gradually transferred in 
memory to the Twelve alone.) The way was also 
prepared by the personalities of particular bishops, 
whose virtue and force of character gained for them 
an apostolical reputation which was then transferred 
to the whole order of bishops. The community of 
Smyrna closes the characterisation of its bishop, 
Polycarp, with the thankful and proud words “the 
martyr Polycarp, who became an apostolic and pro- 
phetic teacher in our own time, a bishop of the universal 
Church which is in Smyrna” (waptus [loAvKapzros, év 
Tos Kal? muas xpovois SidacKados amocrToXKos Kal 
TpopnyriKos yevomevos, ewickoTos THs ev Luvpvy Kab- 
oAuKkhs éexkAnolas), ep. Smyr. 16. How great was his 
reputation is shown by the fact that the heathen in 
Smyrna thought that the Christians would now give 
up the worship of the Crucified One for that of the 
burnt Polycarp (ep. Smyrn. 17). He was to them as 
an apostle. Lucian, too, in his satire Peregrinus 
Proteus testifies to the extraordinary reverence of the 
Christians for their leaders. That the bishops were 
credited with apostolical qualities is thus another 
consequence of their steadfastness under trial, 
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It followed as a necessary consequence of the con- 
ception of the apostolicity of the bishops that the 
ancient, and partly correct, tradition that the apostles 
had appointed the officials of the Church now became 
specialised, and it was asserted that the apostles (or 
in such cases always a single apostle) had appointed 
the bishops in the individual communities. This 
assumption was made as early as the end of the second 
century in Asia, Rome, and Lyons, and the lists of 
bishops were drawn up accordingly. Originally the 
apostle who made the appointment was not counted 
as the first bishop (this we find to be the case in the 
ancient list of bishops of Rome given by Ireneus, and 
in certain places at an even later period). But very 
soon (as early as about the year 220) men began to 
regard the apostle himself as the first bishop, and to 
include him in the list. This is a proof that apostle 
and bishop were now set upon a footing of perfect 
equality (as regards the office of teaching in the 
community). 

The apostolical character of the episcopate, which 
was the crown and culmination of its dignity, raised 
it high above the presbyters, and so immediately 
restored to it the pre-eminence and reputation which 
it seemed likely to lose through being placed on the 
same level as the presbyters in their capacity of priests 
(for the name “high priest” for the bishop never be- 
came established: it was reserved, remarkably enough, 
for Christ). The powers of the presbyters remained 
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great in so far as they acted as a college, for here the 
relative equality with the bishop was maintained. Un- 
fortunately, however, we know hardly anything of the 
activity of the presbyteral colleges. If we may judge 
from the energy which the college of presbyters showed 
at the time when the papal chair was vacant, after the 
death of Fabian in Rome, we should form a high 
opinion of their influence, but probably this case cannot 
be regarded as typical. As individuals the presbyters 
were probably not very important where the com- 
munity was small and there was only one assembly 
for worship in a place, but no doubt they gained in 
importance where there were several such assemblies, 
for then they were commissioned by the bishop to 
conduct the services of the branch congregations, and 
he needed their advice and help in the numerous and 
important matters which came before him.! 

The deacons — originally, according to 1 Tim., 
1 Clem., Hermas, and Didaché, not very different from 
the ézicxo7o:—remain as closely associated with the 
bishop as formerly with the bishops: their activity 
and powers are now confined to rendering assistance 
in public worship, in the care of the poor and the cure 


1 Whether the distinction, which we find in the Gesta apud 
Zenophilum (episcopr, presbytert, diacont, sentores), whereby the 
“ seniors” form a kind of committee representing the community, 
is ancient enough to point to primitive conditions, is to me very 
questionable. Nor do we know anything of the spread of the 
distinction in Africa, (See Prot, Real.-Encykl., 3rd ed., vol. xiv. 


. 163). 
p. 163) 9 
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of souls. Only the lower disciplinary functions can 
have fallen to them; with the judicial they had nothing 
to do. In times of persecution their office was specially 
exposed to danger, since they could not withdraw from 
public work. The Apostolical Church Order., c. vi., says 
“those who have been deacons of good report and 
blameless, purchase to themselves the pastorate” (o¢ 
KAAS SlakOVTAVYTES KAL AMEUTTWS TOTOY EavTOIS TeEpt- 
mowvvrat Tov Toumevikov, cf. 1 Tim. iii. 13). It was 
thus possible to rise direct from the diaconate to the 
episcopate. This information is important in view of 
the conditions of the later period, when in some com- 
munities (Rome) the archidiaconate, and not the 
presbyterate, was the surest preliminary step towards 
the episcopate. It is not possible to find any historical 
traces of the archidiaconate in the second century (still 
less, naturally, in the first: Acts vi. does not belong 
here, even ideally), for the only passage which can be 
adduced (Hegesippus, in Euseb., H.E., iv. 22, ’Avixnros, 
ov dtaKovos Av "EAcvOepos, “ Anicetus, whose deacon 
was Eleutherus”), admits of various interpretations. 
Yet it is extremely probable that we should be right 
in emphasising a special affinity between this deacon 
and his bishop. There should be no dispute as to the 
continued influence of the general affinity between 
bishop and deacon, which, indeed, in the new constitu- 
tion, was threatened but not destroyed by the inter- 
vention of the presbyters. The episcopal office in its 
development towards monarchy weakened the position 
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of both the presbyters and the deacons. The former 
it deprived of the dignity attaching to the office of 
president ; they are now no longer the presiding 
presbyters (of wpecBvrepor of mpoicrauevor) in the 
full sense. The latter it reduced completely to the 
rank of higher servants. Of the method and details 
of clerical promotion in the second century we know 
hardly anything. For the third century, Cyprian’s 
correspondence affords us some information. Zeno of 
Verona (ii. 50) declares that the clerical promotions 
took place at the Easter festival. 

The order (ordo) did not yet end at the deacons. It 
is true that in the second century there were not yet any 
regular orders of minor clergy (with regard to these see 
my essay on the origin of the readership and the other 
lower orders in Texte und Unters., ii. 5); Tertullian’s 
allusion, de fuga 11, to the “servant of God in an 
inferior place” (servus dei minoris loct), does not refer 
to the lower orders; and Abelard’s contention (ep. ad 
Hel. 7) that the Church, as was universally known, had 
taken over from the synagogue the entire clerical 
hierarchy from the doorkeeper up to the bishop, is 
incorrect. When, however, the new classification with 
the bishop at the head had developed, the order (in the 
wider sense) was extended to include not only the 
widows ! (perhaps also the virgins or in some cases the 

1 Apostolical Church Order, 5: “Three widows shall be ap- 


pointed, two to persevere in prayer for all those who are in 
temptation, and for the reception of revelations where such are 
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virgins in the widows’ charge), but also in some pro- 
vinces the deaconesses (for the second century we know 
of these only from Pliny’s letter to Trajan) and the 
readers and exorcists. As regards the readers this can 
be proved from Justin, Tertullian (de prescr. 41), from 
the Apostolical Church Order,’ c. iii., by inferences from 
what we find in the third and fourth centuries, and 
from the consecration prayers ; and it is certain that it 
applies also to the exorcist, since for a long period he is 
closely connected with the reader. This noteworthy 
connection is based on the fact that both were originally 
regarded as charismatic persons (7.e. a certain capacity 
for teaching was a condition of the reader’s holding 
office). As the order (ordo) could not ignore those who 
were still in existence, it had to take them up into 
itself. ‘This was a kind of capitulation. How it after- 
wards transformed these functions into clerical offices 
and ingeniously connected them with other grades 
which hardly existed in the second century, is another 
necessary, but one to assist the women visited with sicknesses ; 
she must be ready for service, sober, communicating what is 
necessary to the presbyters, not avaricious, not given to much 
love of wine, so that she may be sober and capable of performing 
the night services, and other good work, if she will.” 

1 “For reader, one should be appointed after he has been care- 
fully proved; no babbler nor drunkard nor jester; of good 
morals, submissive, of benevolent disposition, first in the assembly 
at the meetings on the Lord’s Day, of a plain utterance, and 
capable of clearly expounding, mindful that he rules in place of 


an evangelist : for whoever fills the ear of the ignorant will be 


accounted as having his name written with God” (&ypados 
AoyioOnoeTa wapd TH OG). 
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story. It may also be reckoned a capitulation that 
the order saw itself compelled to receive the confessors 
into its midst or to give them an office. The tension 
between office-holders and heroes is naturally very old 
(see also the indications in Hermas). Tertullian says 
(de fuga 11) that the brother in a humble rank should 
become a confessor “in order that he may come to have 
amore important place, if he has made some upward 
step by his endurance of persecution” (wt maioris loci 
fiert possit, st quem gradum in persecutionis tolerantia 
ascenderit). 'This is supported by a great deal of other 
evidence (especially as regards the West). Tertullian 
also relates that Valentinus wished to become a bishop, 
but that another was preferred by reason of a claim 
which confessorship had given him, ex praerogativa 
martyrit (adv. Valent. 4). Hippolytus (in Euseb., H.E., 
v. 28) reports that the confessor Natalis in Rome was 
elected bishop. Naturally they could not all become 
bishops, but the fact that if, after the middle of the 
century, they were received into the ranks of the clergy 
they had to begin almost at the very bottom, is an 
indication of how high the clergy then stood. 

In his Epistle to the Corinthians Clement had already 
compared the ranks of the clerical office to the military 
ranks, and the Church to a great army. After a clergy 
properly so called (i.e. a body quite distinct from the 
laity) had been created, this metaphor of military ranks 
seems to have been no longer regarded with favour— 
perhaps because it was too appropriate. Certainly the 
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Church was not an army, but the clergy were the 
warriors of God—in this sense the metaphor remained 
always applicable—and formed a corps of officers of 
marvellous discipline and steadfastness. Yet the bishop 
was not only dux, dominus, iudex, rex (leader, lord, 
judge, and king), but primarily pastor, magister, sacerdos 
(shepherd, master, and priest). So far as I know, he 
was never called Lwrjp (Saviour), and this is very 
significant. There were still limits! 

By the side of such an army, the ancient and dying 
orders of apostles, prophets, and teachers must in time 
entirely disappear. As a matter of fact they dis- 
appeared in this order, first the apostles and then the 
evangelists. 'They passed over in part into the class of 
wandering ascetics, and as such perhaps had some 
importance for the growth of monasticism (see especi- 
ally the pseudo-Clementine epistles de virginitate). 
They were followed by the prophets, who disappeared 
in the great Montanistic crisis. The teachers kept 
their place the longest. As late as the beginning of 
the third century we find them as teachers of the 
communities in Phrygia and Isauria (e.g., in Laranda, 
Iconium, and Synnada; see Euseb., H.E., vi. 19. 18), as 
well as in Egyptian villages where, actually in con- 
junction with the presbyters, they were leaders of the 
communities (Euseb., H.E., vii. 24. 6). 
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22. The Duties and Rights of the Clergy. 


The qualities which the clergy were expected to 
possess have already been mentioned incidentally. 
They could be appointed only after being put to the 
test (doxuaferv), and to gain the approval (suffragiwm) 
of the assembly of the community may be taken as part 
of this test (the Apostolical Church Order also requires 
them to be of good repute among the heathen). 
Another requirement was that they should have been 
only once married, and should keep their own house in 
order. Yet monogamy in the sense of a strict prohibi- 
tion to marry again after the death of the first wife 
cannot have been an inviolable law, as is shown by the 
conflicts waged by Tertullian and Hippolytus. In the 
case of the bishops the demand for monogamy was 
earlier and stricter than in the case of the presbyters 
(1 Tim. iii. 2, and elsewhere); in fact, the Apostolical 
Church Order already declares that it is desirable for 
the bishop to be unmarried (“it is good if he is un- 
married,” cadov eivat ayvvatos), though married bishops 
were by no means rare as late as the third century. 
Even in our period it was in any case a cause of offence 
if one of the higher clergy took the step of getting 
married ;! but, on the other hand, the Apostolical Church 

1 Hippolytus, Philos., ix. 12, writes: “In the time of Callistus 
[hence about 220 a.p.] bishops, presbyters, and deacons who had 
been twice and thrice married began to be appointed among the 


clergy. If also anyone in holy orders should get married, 
[Callistus permitted] such an one to continue in holy orders, as if 
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Order stands as yet by itself in demanding that the 
married presbyters should live as unmarried. Frequent 
warnings are given against the appointment of novices. 
For the presbyters an advanced age is required (“already 
advanced in years in the world,” dy kexoouxdres ert TH 
xoop, Apostolical Church Order, 2), yet the Synod of 
Neo-Czsarea in its eleventh canon requires only thirty 
years (beginning of the fourth century) ; the regulation 
of the Apostolical Constitutions, ii. 1, that no one should 
as a rule become a bishop before the age of fifty, was 
hardly observed at any time, much less in the earliest 
period. Among the virtues with which the clergy are 
to be adorned, special emphasis is laid upon hospitality, 
unselfishness, gentleness, and sobriety (for all these com- 
pare the Pastoral Epistles). Very important is the 
principle, enunciated as early as the Second Epistle to 
Timothy, that the official of the Church, as a warrior of 
God, is not to entangle himself in worldly affairs. This 
laid the foundation for that withdrawal from the things 
of the world which gave the clergy a firm footing as a 
special class and set them apart from the laity (see my 
Mihtia Christi, 1905). 

So far as the women performed any service at all for 
the community, it was strictly separated from that of 
men (see Zscharnack, Der Dienst der Frau in den ersten 
Jahrhunderten der christlichen Kirche, 1902; von der 


he had not sinned” (ém! Kaaarlorou Hptavto émloxoro: kal mpecBbrepor 
rat Sidrovor diyanor kal rplyauor KabioracOat els KApous* ef 8& Kak Tis 
ev KANpY dv yauoln, mevery Toy ToLODTOY ev TE KANP, dS MH heaptnkdra). 
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Goltz, Der Dienst der Frau in der christlichen Kirche, 
1905; L. Stécker, Die Frau in der alten Kirche, 1907). 
On the whole we observe, especially in and after the 
conflict with the Gnostics and Montanists, that the 
active co-operation of women in the public life and con- 
structive work of the community is repressed ; in fact, a 
very ancient redaction ! of the Acts of the Apostles took 
up the struggle against Prisca and against women 
generally in the above sense. The figure of Thecla in 
the Acta Pauli (about 180 a.p.), to which the isolated 
supporters of woman in the Church appealed, was unable 
to restore to her the old position. The factors which 
helped to put woman in the background were not only 
the ancient sense of decorum, but also the growing 
sacerdotal character of public worship and the constitu- 
tion, as well as, ostensibly, the boldness (procacitas) of 
the Gnostic women and the claims of the Montanistic 
prophetesses,” 

Where a class of men with special duties is developed, 


1 [Ie. the so-called Western text ; see Hastings, D.B., vol. iv. 
p. 102.—Tr.] 

2 A remarkable but obscure passage on the diaconate (d:axovia) 
of women is contained in the Apostolical Church Order, 8: “It is 
profitable to arrange for a service from the women. ... When 
the teacher asked for the bread and the cup and blessed them 
with the words ‘ This is my body and blood,’ he did not grant to 
the women to stand with us. Martha said, ‘For Mary’s sake, 
because he had seen her smile.” Mary said, ‘I did not really 
laugh, but I remembered the words of our Lord and rejoiced ; ye 
know indeed that he had already said to us [the last seventeen 
words occur only in the Syriac-Malabaric recension], when he 
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there also special rights are developed. The first right 
of the clergy as a class was their claim to special honour 
and obedience (1 Clem.). The second was their right 
to draw maintenance from their office, i.e. to claim it 
from the members of the community (see above with 
regard to Paul). Their third right was to seats of 
honour at public worship (for the bishop and the 
priests; they sat while the others stood). The fourth 
was that accusations against the clergy were made 
difficult (see above, 1 Tim.). The importance of the 
second right was increased by the fact that the treasury 
of the community was entirely under the control of the 
bishop (on an obscure passage concerning a right of 
supervision on the part of the presbyters see note on 
Apostolical Church Order, c. ii.). It is impossible to 
enter into details here about the treasury and funds of 
the community, because the scanty information which we 
possess as regards the second century can only be treated 
in conjunction with the passages in the sources belonging 
to the third century. It is certain that the treasury of 
the community was in principle a fund for the poor and 
for the giving of relief, and was thus “God’s box.” 
Neither the individual officials of the Church nor the 
bishop received fixed stipends. Hippolytus (in Euseb., 
H.E., v. 28) regards it as a horrible innovation that the 


used to teach, that the weak shall be saved by the strong. .. . It 
is not proper for the women to pray standing, but sitting on the 
ground. . . . How then can we, in the case of women, now order 


them services, unless perchance the service of coming to the help 
of necessitous women ??” 
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schismatical church of the Theodotians in Rome granted 
their bishop a monthly stipend. Considering the general 
circumstances of the church, this step really does seem 
to be very unseemly and pernicious. (Had the bishop 
made them guarantee the amount, distrusting the 
willingness of the community to make sacrifices ?) 


23. Organisation and Social Position. 


The ancient Christians in Palestine were called, or 
called themselves, “‘ Ebionim” (#.e. the poor), and all 
the evidence up to the time of Minucius Felix shows 
that in the Roman empire, too, the Church consisted in 
great part of the poor and was rooted in the lower 
classes. Nevertheless the poverty of the Christians 
and their inferior social position are by no means so 
prominent in the sources as we should expect. The 
reason for this is to be sought, in my opinion, not only 
in the fact that the old Christians in their religious 
idealism rose far above economic difficulties and paid 
little attention to them, but also in the fact that the 
Christian movement, after all, did not draw its adherents 
predominantly from the lowest stratum, but from the 
small middle class;) We seem compelled to draw this 
conclusion, not only from the “Shepherd” of Hermas 
but also from the general body of the oldest Christian 
literature, which assumes that those to whom it is 
addressed possess a certain amount of education. But 
if the lowest class in the nation really were the strongest 
in the Church, this would afford a proof that Chris- 
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tianity raised this class to a higher spiritual level, 
without, however, producing any essential change in 
its economic position, for the character of the 
Christian communities is not proletarian. An essential 
change in the economic position of the individual 
Christians through the help of the society is not to be 
assumed, both because such a change cannot be brought 
about by gifts and alms, and because Christianity shows 
no interest in any such universal advancement and 
obviously took no direct and general measures to 
promote it. But no doubt many came in for help ina 
primitive patriarchal and brotherly fashion in all the 
necessities of life, and even particular cases of improving 
one’s position may have been numerous; the exhorta- 
tion to work and the sense of obligation to provide 
work for the workless may also have been the cause of 
blessing to many. The question whether the develop- 
ment of the Church constitution was affected by the 
attention paid to the economic conditions amid which 
the community was formed, may be answered by a 
locally qualified and conditional affirmative. It is 
true that the office of the bishops and deacons arose 
in all probability primarily from the needs of the 
eucharistic worship; but with this and the offering 
of gifts, which formed a part of it, there was bound up 
from the beginning in the closest fashion care for the 
poor, the sick, the helpless, etc. The bishops appear, 
therefore, from the very first as the protectors of the 
poor, and the deacons as relieving officers. These 
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functions are essential to them, and for this reason their 
office must be regarded as including the administration 
of charitable funds. Every Christian community was in 
principle also a mutual aid society (primarily for its own 
members, but secondarily for travelling Christians, and 
finally for other communities which were in need), 
and the officials in the community had by their very 
vocation to take care of the poor (a more detailed 
treatment of this subject, and particularly of the 
special services of the Roman community, will be 
found in my Mission and Expansion of Christianity, 
2nd ed., vol. i. pp. 147-198); but there was no attempt 
to organise this department of their work in a way 
which would have influenced the further development of 
the office. Mention should also be made of the women 
who performed similar services (widows and deaconesses). 
In general compare Troeltsch, “Die Soziallehren der 
christlichen Kirche” (Archivo fiir Sozialwissenschaft und 
Sozialpolitik, 1907). 


CHAPTER V 


Cuurcu Law. ConstiruTiIon oF HERETICAL 
SocreTIEs. SyNops. 


24. The Formation of Church Law. 


Tur Church, as being a transformation of the Jewish 
Church and synagogue, contained within itself the 
impulse not only to evolve a legislative system but to 
evolve it along particular lines, and that because it 
was the successor of a sacred society whose constitu- 
tion took the form of a legal code (or rather the 
Church revealed itself as the consummation of this very 
society). As the true “people of God” the Church 
was a “theocracy,” though it is a very remarkable fact 
that it almost entirely rejected the theocratic forms 
of ancient Israel, expecting, indeed, that this form of 
government would be restored in the future, but living 
in the present almost entirely by the Spirit, by faith, 
and hope, and love. Nevertheless the ideal of direct 
government by God was always latent in the Church, 
and to some extent was actually realised, and it was 
this ideal which invested the law of the Church with 
a divine sanction. Further, as already indicated, the 


development of a legislative system was rendered inevi- 
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table by the fact that the Church claimed control over 
the whole life and thought of her adherents, as well as 
over their social relations to one another, and sought 
to subject everything to a fixed order determined by 
religion and administered by love (cf., ¢.g., the so-called 
“domestic code” in the Pauline Epistles). Yet the 
strongest roots of her general legislative system do not 
lie here. We shall find, leaving out of account the 
factors to which we have already referred as operating 
in the sphere of the development of the Church’s con- 
stitution, that its roots lie elsewhere (see my essay 
“ Kirche und Staat bis zur Griindung der Staatskirche,” 
in the Kultur der Gegenwart, 1905). The Church saw 
herself confronted by a highly cultivated State, to 
whose law, however, she was unable to take up a 
consistent attitude from the beginning. Had she 
refused to recognise the State in every relation, she 
would soon have been shattered by it. Had she been 
able simply to acquiesce in civil government, there 
would have been no question of forming a legislative 
system of her own except to a very modest extent. 
Just because her relation to the State was complicated, 
just because she both submitted to it (Rom. xiii.) and 
opposed it (Apocalypse of John, etc.), just because she 
unconsciously took it as a model and yet refused to 
recognise it, she found herself at last possessed, of a 
permanent legislative system corresponding to the 
secular system of the State. Sohm is right in principle: 
the negation of the world and the rising above it, the 
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fraternal equality and the consciousness of charismatic 
guidance, did not properly admit of the formation of 
any legislative system at all analogous or similar 
to the secular laws of the State. If we read, for 
example, Hermas, Simi/. 1 f. and kindred passages, we 
cannot help believing that with the renunciation of 
private property the Church rejects in general every 
attempt at legislative regulation, but not even in 
Hermas is this what is meant ~ even according to him 
the possession of property, if combined with alms- 
giving, is allowable—and the majority of Christians 
recognised the existing rights of class and property 
as benefits which they were permitted to retain (in 
spite of all declamations against an age permeated 
with idolatry), and very soon strove after a steady 
improvement of their position. If one could live as 
a grass-eating and unclothed beast in the mountains, 
exclaims Irenaeus (iv. 30. 3), then, and then only, 
would one be justified in rejecting as wrong not only 
the possession of private property but all trade and 
traffic and the ordinary regulations of peaceful life, 
which are provided by the laws of the State; but 
Irenzeus does not regard this as an ideal! 
Ecclesiastical law (in the wider sense and as applying 
to the natural relations of life) thus arose in the main 
from the necessity of replacing those laws and regula- 
tions in force in the State, which Christianity was unable 
to recognise, by others dealing with similar conditions, 
and of improving those which Christianity was able to 
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accept. Kcclesiastical law did not arise in any sense as 
the working out of a principle, but it developed gradu- 
ally and, so to speak, from case to case. Paul already 
took a step in the former direction when he forbade 
the Christians to seek for justice at the hands of the 
tribunals of the world, and enjoined upon them to have 
recourse to qualified Christian brethren (1 Cor. vi.). 
But the whole organism of the constitution of the 
Church with its officials, right down to the develop- 
ment of the monarchical episcopate in every local 
community, is to be regarded as the formation of a 
legislative system, which arose simply because it was not 
found possible to recognise the existing organisations 
with their officials except very conditionally and within 
narrow limits. The Church, beginning with the regulat- 
ing and strengthening of family life and the formation 
of small societies of the like-minded, advances beyond 
the system of the voluntary club to that of the municipal 
constitution, and gradually exerts its influence on this 
form of organisation. The local organisation—the 
bishop, the college of presbyters, the deacons, etc. —acts 
from the very first as a rival of the municipal system, 
although it arose without any such conscious intention, 
and certainly not as an imitation of the latter. But yet 
it is no mere chance that it became so similar to the 
municipal constitution.!_ Along this line the develop- 


1 | fully agree with Ramsay (The Church in the Roman Empire, 
1893, p. 361) when he writes: “The administrative forms in 
which the Church gradually came to be organised were determined 


10 
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ment advanced until it included the provincial con- 
stitution (see below); and, further, the imperial constitu- 
tion, the Church always half rejecting, half accepting 
the secular system, but, just because of her imitation 
or adoption of these forms, denying the right of the 
State to possess and to use them—the surest method 
of at once sapping and undermining the State. Along 
the other line, however (improvement of the laws 
dealing with public morality), the Church, by her moral 
practice, which is here and there strengthened by 
definite regulations, is often in advance of the develop- 
ment of the secular law in the second to the fourth 
centuries. ‘This is seen when we compare her with the 
State in her view of the rights of slaves, her guardian- 
ship of the marriage tie, the increasing severity of her 
resentment against breaches of sexual morality, her 
regulations for the relief of the poor, her weakening 
of class distinctions, etc. By the middle of the third 
century, when she revealed herself as a great public 


by the state of society and the spirit of the age. In the conflict 
with the civil Government these forms were, in a sense, forced on 
it; but it would be an error to suppose that they were forced on 
it in mere self-defence against a powerful enemy. They were 
accepted actively, not passively. The Church gradually became 
conscious of the real character of the task which it had under- 
taken. It came gradually to realise that it was a world-wide 
institution, and must organise a world-wide system of administra- 
tion. It grew as a vigorous and healthy organism, which worked 
out its own purposes, and maintained itself against the disin- 
tegrating influence of surrounding forces; but the line of its 
growth was determined by its environment,” 
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power, she made the State seem by comparison unpro- 
gressive. Here, too, the development of law in the 
Church brings the State into an awkward position, from 
which it can rescue itself only by recognising the Church 
and granting her special privileges. We see the way 
prepared for all this as early as the second century, in 
which the Church, having already conquered, so to speak, 
the city, begins the conquest of the province, and 
announces to the emperor and the empire through her 
apologists that they will have no other course but to 
acquiesce in the spiritual and moral lordship of the 
Church. In the civil legislation of the State the Roman 
bishop Callistus was the first to intervene sharply by 
the regulation which Hippolytus (Philos. ix. 12) repro- 
duces in this form: ‘“‘ He permitted women, if they were 
unwedded and burned with passion at an age at all 
events unbecoming, or if they were not disposed to 
destroy their own dignity through a legal marriage [it 
was thus a question of well-born Christian girls who 
could not find a Christian husband of the same class, 
and who were unwilling either to marry a heathen or 
to lose their standing by a mesalliance] that they might 
have whomsoever they would choose as a bedfellow, 
whether a slave or free, and, though not legally married, 
might consider him as a husband” (yuvaréty érér peer, 
ef dvavdpor elev Kat ALKia ye éxkalowTo avatia h éavTo@y 
agiav un BovAowrTo KkaAatpetv Oia TO VOMiMws yaun- 
Ojvat, €xew eva bv dv aipjorwrvTat ovyKolTor, etre olKérny 


a > , A a , ‘J A ’ 6 \ A , 
€lTE éAevepor, KQL TOUVTOV Kplvely AVTL avOpOS KH VOW 
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yeyaunuevnv). The bishop thus makes marriages which 
the Church recognises, while in the eyes of the civil 
tribunals they are null and void ! 

Ecclesiastical law (in the narrower sense) = ius ecclest- 
asticum (see my essay in the Sitz.-Ber. d. K. Preuss. 
Akad. d. Wiss., 26th February 1903) reaches back in its 
beginnings to the second century. The idea that the 
Church possesses rights or a right (7a, tus) is older than 
the hierarchic conception of the Church; it is, as far as 
we know, first applied by Tertullian to different functions 
of the Church, but especially to the power of the keys 
(potestas clavium). ‘This was granted to the Church by 
Christ. The specific idea of a right or law of the Church 
(tus ecclesiae) was an outgrowth of the power of the keys, 
and the development of a system of penance akin to the 
procedure in the law courts naturally promoted and 
strengthened this idea (in administering this system 
the priests appear as judges, tudices, and therefore 
conduct the proceedings in accordance with a ius). In 
Africa as well as in Rome the power of binding and 
loosing (potestas ligandi et absolvendi) is the legal right 
(tus) of the Church, and is so called (Tertullian, de 
pudic. 21). In addition, Tertullian uses the words ius, 
wura, of the Church, because as a social body she has 
certain rights, as also have certain of her members in 
their official capacity ; ¢.g.,the right to be called brethren, 
to receive the kiss of peace, to share in needful hospital- 
ity. These rights belong to the Church as a social body 
(de preescr, 20). In these matters all local churches 
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“share equally in the rights of the whole Church,” 
miscent (inter se) unius institutionis iura (lc. 27). On 
the other hand, there are rights which belong to certain 
classes of Christians only ; ¢.g., women have not the right 
of teaching ius docendi (de bapt. 1); the bishop has the 
right of baptizing, iws baptizandi, as also the clergy, 
and in certain cases the laity; heretics have no right 
either to possess or to alter the Christian scriptures or 
to maintain their own particular interpretations of 
them as against the Church, naul/um ius capiunt Christi- 
anarum litterarum (de prescr. 37). 


25. The Constitution of Heretical Societies and 
of Montanism. 

We must here cast a glance at the constitution of 
heretical societies and of the Montanists, although what 
we know of them does not amount to much. So far as 
they existed in the form of mere schools (Tertullian, de 
prescr. 42, “the majority do not even have churches,” 
plerique nec ecclesias habent), they are of no interest in 
this connection ; they are grouped like the philosophical 
schools, many showing an almost idolatrous veneration 
for their master (¢.g., the Carpocratians and the Elke- 
sites). But others were organised in the form of 
churches, and others again in the form of societies 
connected with the mysteries (for both of these tradition 
played just as important a part as in the great Church). 
The former type of organisation certainly applies to the 
Marcionites; even their opponents did not deny that 
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they were a Church and had churches (Tertullian, adv. 
Marc. iv. 5: “even wasps make combs, even the 
Marcionites make churches,” faciunt favos et vespae, 
faciunt ecclesias et Marcionitae). It could not be 
denied, for they had not only their numerous martyrs 
(Euseb., H.E., v. 16. 21 and elsewhere) but also their 
bishops and presbyters, their believers and catechumens 
(for bishops and presbyters compare Acta Pionw 21; 
Euseb., de mart. Pal. 10; presbyters are also mentioned 
in an inscription! on a Marcionite church-building from 
the neighbourhood of Damascus; it is remarkable that 
in the inscription the building is called a “synagogue,” 
cuvaywyy). According to Adamantius (p. 16) the 
Marcionites called Marcion their bishop. But although 
they thus had a great deal in common with the organi- 
sation of the Church, they used less ceremonial than 
the latter, and their regulations were purposely not so 
hard and fast. The description of the heretical organi- 
sation in Tertullian (de prescr. 41 f.) can be proved to 
be aimed mainly or exclusively at the Marcionites. It 
runs: “I must not omit an account of the conduct also 
of the heretics, how frivolous it is, how worldly, how 
merely human, without seriousness, without authority, 
without discipline, as suits their creed. To begin with, 
it is doubtful who is a catechumen and who a believer ; 
they all have access alike, they hear alike, they pray 
alike, even heathen, if any such happen to come among 


1 (Cf. Le Bas and Waddington, Inscriptions, No. 2558, vol. iii. 
p. 583.—Tr.] 
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them. . . . Simplicity they will have to consist in the 
overthrow of discipline, attention to which on our part 
they call finery. . . . The very women of these heretics, 
how wanton they are! For they are bold enough to 
teach, to dispute, to carry out exorcisms, to undertake 
cures—it may be, even to baptize. Their ordinations 
are carelessly administered, capricious, changeable. At 
one time they put novices in office; at another time 
men who are bound by some secular employment; at 
another, persons who have apostatised from us... . 
And so it comes to pass that to-day one man is their 
bishop, to-morrow another; to-day he is a deacon 
who to-morrow is a reader ; to-day he is a presbyter who 
to-morrow is a layman. For even on laymen do they 
impose the functions of priesthood. . . . Otherwise 
they know no respect even for their own leaders” 
(“Non omittam ipsius etiam conversationis haereticae 
descriptionem, quam futilis, quam terrena, quam humana 
sit, sine gravitate, sine auctoritate, sine disciplina, ut fider 
suae congruens. Imprimis quis catechumenus, quis fidelis, 
incertum est; pariter adeunt, pariter audiunt, pariter 
orant, etiam ethnici, si supervenermnt. . . . Simplicitatem 
volunt esse prostrationem disciplinae, cuius penes nos 
curam lenociniwm vocant. . . . Ipsae muleres haereticae 
quam procaces ! Quae audeant docere, contendere, exor- 
cismos agere, curationes repromittere, forsitan et tengere. 
Ordinationes eorum temerariae, leves, mconstantes. Nunc 
neophytos collocant, nunc sacculo obstrictos, nunc apostatas 
nostros. . . . Itaque alius hodie episcopus, cras alius ; 
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hodie diaconus qui cras lector, hodie presbyter qui cras 
laicus ; nam et laicis sacerdotalia munera inungunt. .. . 
Ceterum nec suis praesidibus reverentiam noverunt”). 
This description is in part confirmed by Epiphanius and 
Jerome. The former says (Her. xlii. p. 304): “ With 
him [Marcion] mysteries are celebrated with the cate- 
chumens looking on,” wvorjpia Tap’ avt@ émitedcirat 
Tov KaTnxXoumevoy Opovtwy (cf. p. 305), and the latter 
observes that for the mingling of believers and cate- 
chumens Marcion appealed to Gal. vi. 6, “ but let him 
that is taught in the word communicate unto him that 
teacheth in all good things” (cowwveirw 6 KaTnxXovpevos 
Tov Adyov TH KaTnXOoUVTL év Tacw ayabois). The 
obscure assertion of the latter (Ep. 133. 4), “ Marcion 
sent a woman before him to Rome, to prepare men’s 
minds to fall into his snare” (Marcion Romam praemisit 
mulierem, quae decipiendos sibi animos praepararet), 
strengthens the supposition that women were allowed 
to teach in this church. Compare Epiphanius, p. 305: 
“He even authorises women to administer baptism” 
(Sidwor Kat émitpotay yuvaki Bartioua diddvat). 
Eznik writes: “ Marcion went so far that he even re- 
commended the women to baptize, which none of the 
earlier heretics dared to do . . . . no one else allowed 
women to attain to the priesthood.” The ideal Church 
was for Marcion a great procreative power (Gal. iv. 26 
he read as follows: “which is our mother, bearing 
children into that holy church which we preached,” 
Yrs early MNTHP HueV yervara els iy emnyyetNaueOa 


HERETICAL SOCIETIES 153 


aylav exxAynoiay), but he rejected the steadily developing 
ritual of the great Church (yet he also had a ritual of 
his own, when, ¢.g., as there is ample evidence to show, 
he made his disciples fast on the Sabbath in order to 
proclaim their defiance to the God of the Jews). In 
the Marcionite body there were, as it seems, no 
prophets and prophetesses, although they were probably 
to be found in the communities formed by Apelles, the 
Basilidians, Marcosians, etc. The counterpart to the 
loose constitution of the Marcionite church was afforded 
by the Christian sects who were organised like the 
societies connected with the mysteries. We know the 
Marcosians best (Jren., i. 13 f.). Here we have, mutatis 
mutandis, the later Catholic bishop, who is able to 
consummate the mysterious sacrifice, with whose person 
powers of imparting grace are bound up—the formula 
of impartation runs: “To thee I would impart of my 
Charis . . . . receive Charis from me and byme... . 
receive from me the spouse” (ueradotval cor OéAw Ti 
éuys Xapitos .. . . AawBave am’ éuov Kat dv éuovd xapw 
.... AaBe rap’ éuod Tov vyudiov). In the case of the 
recipient it proceeds: “She gives thanks to Marcion, 
who imparts of his own Charis to her” (evxapiore? Mapxw 
Two eToLoovTt THs WSias yapiros av’Ty)—and by whose 
mediation alone one can attain to union with God. 
The redemption (azodvTpwors, i. 21. 1) is imparted 
only by the mystagogue. We find much the same in 
the Coptic Gnostic scriptures. But among the Valen- 
tinians also the “ disciples” (uaOyrai) were divided into 
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various grades: one mounted step by step to a share in 
the highest knowledge (see the epistle of Ptolemzeus to 
Flora). On the contrary, Epiphanes, the son of 
Carpocrates, going beyond Plato, proclaimed communism 
and the abolition of every human law (in Clement, 
Strom. iii. 2. 6 f., “the rights of property established by 
the laws of men have mutilated the communism which 
the law of God permits, and have limited its scope,” 
4 (OLvoTHS THY VOMwWY THY KoWwViavy TOD Belov YOmou KaTE- 
Temev Kal Tapatpwye.). Whether these anarchical prin- 
ciples were really carried out in the sect we do not know. 

To draw conclusions from the organisation of the 
Montanistic communities in Phrygia as to the early 
stages of the general ecclesiastical organisation is hardly 
admissible. This also applies to the rights which they 
granted to women, for the earliest Church never went 
so far (Epiphanius, Her. xlix. 2: “ Among them women 
are bishops and presbyters and fill the other offices, as 
not differing in nature, for in Christ Jesus there is 
neither male nor female” (ézicko7ot wap’ avTois yuvaikes 
kal mpeoPuTEpot yuvaikes, Kal TA GAXa* we pndev Siapéepew 
pio’ &v yao Xpicrw Incotd ove appev ovte OFAr, Cf. 
Ambrosiaster on 1 Tim. iii. 11). We have two groups 
of passages dealing with the Montanistic organisation : 
the one relates to the very earliest, and the other to a 
late epoch. In the former it is said that Montanus— 
he exercised an unconditional authority as an instrument 
of the Paraclete (together with the two prophetesses)— 
led the believers to Pepuza in the desert, there to await 
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the second coming of Christ. In order to add to the 
community of the saints (and perhaps also to provide 
subsistence) he appointed men whose duty it was to 
collect gifts from his adherents (Euseb., H.E., v. 18. 2, 
“Who appointed collectors of money . . . . who contrived 
the receiving of gifts under the name of offerings . . . 

who provided salaries for those who preached his 
doctrines” (6 wpaxtijpas katactijcas .... 06 én dvo- 
Matos tpocpopay Thy dwpoAnWiay émiTEexXvOpmeEvos .. - 

0 cadapia Xopyyav Tois Knp’TTOVTW avTOU TOY Adyov, 
cf. 18. 7). Undoubtedly this organisation was quite 
transitory, and moreover the granting of salaries is not 
a feature characteristic of antiquity. Then Jerome 
reports (Hp. xli. 3): ‘“ With us the bishops occupy the 
place of the apostles, but with them a bishop ranks not 
first but third. For while they put first the patriarchs 
of Pepuza in Phrygia, and place next those whom they 
call companions, the bishops are relegated to the third 
or almost the lowest rank” (apud nos apostolorum locum 
episcopi tenent; apud eos episcopus tertius est ; habent 
enim primos de Pepusa Phrygiae patriarchas, secundos, 
quos appellant cenonas, atque tta m tertium, t.e. paene 
ultimum locum episcopi devoluntur). ‘This organisation 
is obviously recent, and presumably existed in the 
Montanistic communities of Phrygia at the time when 
Jerome wrote. The most interesting feature about it 
is that it has no monarchical head, and that the bishops 
occupy the third place, ze. this organisation makes it 
certain that originally the intention was to create some- 
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thing entirely new, namely, a universal organisation of 
the Church in Pepuza. Hence the local bishops, in so 
far as they recognised the “new prophecy,” could only 
be tacked on as extras, after it was found that, whether 
one liked it or not, they had to be reckoned with. 
The “ patriarchs” are no doubt meant to correspond to 
Montanus and the two prophetesses (but the very name 
proves that they can hardly have been so called in the 
beginning), and the “cenones” (=xowwvoi) probably 
represent the first companions of the prophets, who 
indeed had played a very important part. There was 
thus, no doubt, a desire to copy the oldest organisation 
of the sect. The account given in Epiphanius (Her. 
xlix. 2) is enigmatical: ‘Often in their church seven 
virgins enter, carrying torches and clothed in white, 
coming, as they pretend, to prophesy to the people” 
(qodAaKis ev TH adTav exxAnola eicépxovTa NapTadn- 
popotoa érra tives Tapbévor Aevyet moves, OnOev Epxomevat 
iva mpoperevcwot TH Naw). These seven virgins do not 
seem to have been a standing institution. Probably 
Epiphanius himself did not know what this disconnected 
bit of information really meant. 


26. The provincial Co-ordination of the Churches. 
The Synods. 

There is another important point in the organisation 
of the churches in the earliest period which needs 
attention. In the first part of the present volume we 
have repeatedly emphasised the fundamental antimony 
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and tension which controls the historical development 
of the constitution: on the one hand we saw the com- 
munity as a missionary community, as the creation of 
an apostle, as his work, and in this aspect it appeared 
a universal organisation; on the other hand we saw 
the community as a self-contained local community 
(though as such it was still a copy and embodiment of 
the heavenly Church), As the creation of an apostolical 
missionary, the community is responsible to its founder, 
is dependent on him and under an obligation to observe 
the principles which he follows everywhere in his work 
of founding communities, and which are in force in the 
universal Church. As a self-contained local community 
it is both less and more—on the one hand it is some- 
thing which in its concrete earthly existence and isolation 
has no real right to exist (zapoxia, see above), but on 
the other hand it is the embodiment of the whole in the 
part; from this latter point of view it bears the responsi- 
bility itself and has no one over it but the heavenly 
Lord (and thus it feels a certain tension existing between 
it and the apostle, who represents both the Lord, xvpzos, 
and the Church as a whole). Through its apostolical 
founder the community is only one among the other 
communities founded by him and has at least no full 
independence; as the Church of God (éxx«Ayoia Oeov) it 
stands by itself, and all its relations to other communities 
depend simply on its own free will. Paul wished to 
have both at once—not only the dependence of the com- 
munity, but also its independence. Hence the antimony. 
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But from the beginning a third factor intervened, 
at first almost imperceptibly and then more and more 
clearly, in the situation caused by this tension and the 
opposition between the universal and the local organisa- 
tion—though this factor was to be met with only 
temporarily in the groups formed by the communities 
founded by one and the same apostle. We allude to 
the inner and outer connecting ties subsisting between 
the communities situated in one province. The Pauline 
Epistles, the first Epistle of Peter, the Acts of the 
Apostles, and the Apocalypse already furnish evidence 
of this. For the apostle Paul, the sphere of his 
missionary work was divided according to provinces, 
just in the same way as in the Acts of the Apostles 
Judea, Samaria, Syria, Cilicia, etc., appear as Christian 
provinces (partly as interconnected). The apostle 
carries on his work of collecting funds by grouping 
together the communities of each province in succession; 
he groups together Corinth and Achaia, the Galatian 
communities (to them as a unity he also addressed 
an Epistle), the Asiatic and Macedonian communities, 
Just as John did in the case of Asia (with this compare 
the placing of Titus in Crete, of Philip in Phrygia, 
and perhaps also of Timothy in Asia). And we find 
similar conditions prevailing further afield. Ignatius 
looks after not only the church in Antioch, but the 
Syrian church as well. Dionysius of Corinth writes 
to the communities in Crete, and to the communities 
in Pontus. From Lyons the brethren write to the 
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brethren in Asia and Phrygia, and in the eyes of 
Trenzeus the churches of Asia appear as a self-contained 
unity. It was almost always the case that the pro- 
vincial capital became also the controlling centre of 
the ecclesiastical province. But Jerusalem—as long 
as it existed—Antioch, Corinth, Rome, Carthage, and 
Alexandria extend their control beyond the immediately 
adjoining province, both on the strength of their 
importance as great cities and by virtue of the energy 
which they displayed in carrying on the work of 
Christianity. As regards Jerusalem and Rome there 
is no further need to show this. Antioch extended its 
sphere of influence towards Cilicia, Mesopotamia, and 
Persia, Carthage as far as Mauretania, and Alexandria 
into the Pentapolis. Ephesus, it is true, was for a 
lengthy period not the only ecclesiastical metropolis of 
Asia—Smyrna and other cities disputed the supremacy 
with her—but this too was only the natural consequence 
of the political constitution of. Asia. 

The consequence of this state of affairs was two- 
fold. In the first place, the division of the empire into 
provinces, and consequently the provincial spirit, gained 
an influence over the Church.! Because the Church 
was compelled by natural circumstances to acquiesce 

1 Of. Liibeck, Reichseintetlung und kirchliche Hierarchie, pp. 
11 ff.: “Thus in the method of the expansion of Christianity lay 
its closest, although unconscious, connection with the organisation 
of the State.” But the political organisations of the State were, 


for their part, determined by the boundaries of the subject nations 
and kingdoms, and by their particular characteristics, 
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in these provincial limitations, there is developed not 
only a provincial Christianity but also a provincial 
ecclesiasticism, i.e. the Church, whether she will or no, 
is compelled to develop her organisation, which had 
extended from the home (oékos) to the city (7oA1s), 
until it includes the province (érapyia). Between 
the more or less ideal universal Church and the 
local church there comes in the provincial church. 
(Temporarily, and at the beginning, the universal 
Church represented by an apostle coincided with the 
provincial church represented by the same apostle, 
and both repressed the independent development of 
the local church; compare John’s influence in Asia.) 
But even the provincial church, almost in the very 
moment of its origin, points beyond itself to the 
diocesan or patriarchal church, because Antioch is not 
only the Syrian but also the Oriental city, Alexandria 
is not only the Egyptian but also the Libyan city, 
Rome is not only the Italian but also the western, 
and indeed the ecumenical, city. In the second place, 
the bishop of the provincial capital gained a supremacy 
in the province which was at first practical rather than 
canonical, but which was soon rendered definite by 
investing him with specific legal powers.1 Against 

1 A very ancient and self-evident principle lies at the root of 
the regulation. Conc. Antioch. (341), can. 9: “It behoves the 
bishops in every province to acknowledge the bishop who pre- 
sides in the metropolis, and who has to take thought for the 


whole province, because all men of business come together from 
every quarter to the metropolis” (roy év ti untpordra mpoect@ra 
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Duchesne I have shown (Mission and Expansion of 
Christianity, 2nd ed., vol. i. pp. 445 ff.) that he gained 
this supremacy, not as being originally the only pro- 
vincial bishop—as if at the beginning there had been 
only one bishop in each province—but as metropolitan, 
with and over other bishops (with the reservation that 
here and there at the beginning there was only one 
bishop in a province, because the small number of 
Christians did not at first admit of the foundation of 
further communities. An exception must also be made 
of the special organisation in Egypt, where in all pro- — 
bability the monarchical episcopate did not reach any e 
general development until a late period, and, after it / 
was successfully established in Alexandria, was slowly | 
introduced from that centre into the already com-/ 
paratively large communities, which had hitherto been 
governed on the collegiate system. The bishop of 
Alexandria was really for some time the bishop of 
Egypt, because he was the only bishop in the country, 
and for this reason in the subsequent period he 
possessed as metropolitan particularly extensive powers ; 
on the other hand, the right of choosing and conse- 
crating the bishop, which the Alexandrian presbyters 
retained, is a survival of the old constitution). The 
émioxowov .... Thy Ppovtida avadéxecOa: mdons THs éemapxlas, did 
7d év TH unrpordAc: mavtaxdbey cuvTpéxew mdvtas Tovs TA mpdyuara 
Zyovras. That the oldest bishop of the province succeeded to 
the primacy is provable, so far as I know, only for Numidia and 


Pontus. But even elsewhere length of tenure of office played a 
certain part at the synods. 
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metropolitan constitution, with its assignment of 
special prerogatives to the metropolitan, is not only 
foreshadowed in the second century but there are 
special features of it already in existence although it 
is not yet fixed by law. But the prerogatives of the 
metropolitan point beyond themselves to the universal 
bishop, the bishop of bishops (episcopus episcoporum, 
as Tertullian already calls him), i.e. the Bishop of 
Rome, in the same way that the metropolitan con- 
stitution of the Church, as a provincial constitu- 
tion, points to the future imperial constitution of the 
Church. 

The metropolitan constitution received powerful 
support from the practice of the bishops of the pro- 
vincial capitals conducting the correspondence and 
traffic of the communities with one another, and also 
through the institution of the synods. It is not 
by chance that these arose in Asia (in connection 
with the Montanistic conflicts and the dispute about 
Easter), but is accounted for by the local political 
circumstances. But just for this reason it is improbable 
that they developed directly from the old and still 
existing assemblies of the community (as Sohm main- 
tains). Some connection, however, between the two may 
well be assumed, since it can be proved that it was the 
practice to invite deputies to attend from other com- 
munities to take part in the assembly of the community. 
The synods came to regard themselves in the same light 
as the old assemblies, and even the claim that the 


SYNODS 163 


assembly of the community might rely on the aid of the 
Holy Spirit and could speak in His name (see above) 
was transferred to the synods. On their tasks see 
Euseb., H.E., v. 16.10; Tertull., de ieiwn 13: “Through- 
out the provinces of Greece there are held in definite 
localities those councils gathered out of the universal 
churches, by whose means not only all the deeper 
questions are handled for the common benefit, but the 
actual representation of the whole Christian name is 
celebrated with great veneration” (aguntur per Graecias 
ula certis in locis concilia ex universis ecclesiis, per quae 
et altiora quaeque in commune tractantur, et ipsa reprae- 
sentatio totius nomimis Christiani magna veneratione 
celebratur) ; de pudic. 10: “[the ‘Shepherd’ of Hermas] 
was judged by every council of churches to be among 
the apocryphal and spurious writings” ([Pastor Hermae] 
ab omni concilio ecclesiarum inter apocrypha et falsa 
wudicatus). It is probable, but not certain, that originally 
they included laymen among their members (see Euseb., 
l.c.), but they soon became assemblies of bishops, 
although the remainder of the clergy were not excluded. 
Resembling the provincial assemblies for the imperial 
cultus, but leaving these useless gatherings far behind 
them, they came to have the greatest importance 
(though not till a later period in the West), owing to 
the gravity of the questions which were treated, and . 
this again is a proof how absolutely dependent every- 
thing here is on the political organisation, for in the 
West the system of assemblies for the imperial cultus 
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did not play any important part.!_ The “representation 
of the whole Christian name ” (representatio totius nomums 
Christiant) must have heightened the consciousness that 


1 The latest detailed treatment of the influence of the Roman 
politico-religious organisation (emperor-worship) on the organi- 
sation of the Church is that given by Liibeck (J.c. pp. 17-45). 
Desjardins, Barthélemy, Monceaux and Perrot have maintained 
that from the beginning the influence was far-reaching, while the 
opposite view has been upheld by Beurlier, Essai sur le culte rendu 
aux empereurs romains, 1890, p. 317; and Duchesne, Christian 
Worship, its Origin and Evolution (Eng. trans.), 2nd ed., p. 19. 
I am unable to perceive any trace of this influence, except some 
involuntary, though not unimportant, developments on the 
Christian side, which may be traced to analogy (the worship of 
the emperor was built up on the division of the empire into 
provinces). I could not attach any importance to Liibeck’s proof 
that the seven cities of the Apocalypse were all important centres 
of emperor-worship, even if this proof were established with 
complete success. It is correct, however, that the metropolitan 
of the Church was bound to become gradually the rival of the 
provincial high priest, who had to conduct the religious cere- 
monies of the State, and was the leader in these assemblies for the 
practice of the imperial cultus ; and because the origin of this 
new kind of emperor-worship lay in Asia Minor, it follows that 
the rivalry between the organisation of the old and the new cult 
found there its earliest and clearest expression. Ata later period, 
on the other hand, the heathen politico-religious organisation tried 
to learn from that of the Church (under Maximinus Daza and 
Julian), because the latter had gradually grown to be much more 
important, powerful, comprehensive, and—if we may use the phrase 
—penetrating. As regards the provincial synods Liibeck main- 
tains: “Since there was no inherent reason, and no need arising 
from the circumstances of the Church, that a whole province, and 
indeed as a rule only a province at certain fixed periods, should 
meet together, it follows that such an institution can have been 
due only to external circumstances, possibly to approved pre- 
cedents ; and in that case it could not be anything but the heathen 


( 
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they were the abode of the Holy Spirit. The course of 
development leads straight from these to the diocesan 
synods (which appear in the East in the third century), 
and thence to the synod of the whole empire convened 
by the emperor. This development, however, after it 
had absorbed the foreign imperial element, was neces- 
sarily bound to come into conflict with the development 
towards monarchy of the metropolitan constitution. 
Emperor, Synod, Rome—these are the factors in the 
great struggle over dogma in the fourth and following 
centuries. 

religious assemblies (7d xewdv) that became the occasion, motive, 
and example for these synods of the province.” This argument 
may be correct ; but at the present day it is no longer possible to 
decide whether some need, arising from the circumstances of the 
Church (without the precedent of the xowd) may not have spon- 
taneously called forth the synods and their organisation. In 
favour of the xovdy being the model, there is of course the similar 
composition of the two corporations, the name (“the holy synod,” 


4 iep& obvodos, for the assembly ; “the assembly,” 7d xowdy, for the | 
synod), the preservation of the provincial boundaries, etc. 


CONCLUSION 


Iv the constitutional history of the Church of the first 
two centuries there are to be found, with the exception 
of the emperor, all the elements which played a part 
and took definite shape in the succeeding centuries. 
In fact these elements are not only there, but they are 
already operating. Here, too, it is not correct, with 
reference to the conflicts that have been waged over 
the operative factors in the early Christian organisa- 
tion, to insist upon mutually exclusive alternatives, 
but rather to recognise the co-operation of many 
factors, though this comprehensiveness should not 
obscure the fact that there was one fundamental and 
ever-active principle, which was innate in the religious 
consciousness of Christians, namely, the thought that 
the Church was the realisation of the ideal expressed by 
the phrase “the people of God.” This conception itself 
had two aspects, and therefore developed in two very. 
closely connected directions, viz. a spiritual and a 
theocratic. In the former it was the charisma that 
inspired and moulded the development ; in the latter the 
thought of the rule of God (God as all and in all). In 


this latter the formal element was derived from the 
166 
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connection maintained with the organisation of Judaism, 
existing both as a whole and as a system of synagogues. 
Originally, of course, this connection was almost entirely 
severed, or at any rate very much obscured, owing to the 
prominence given to the charismatic element, but it 
soon reappeared more and more clearly—not through 
the influence of Jewish Christianity, still less through 
the direct influence of Judaism, but through the con- 
tinued use of the Old Testament and the increasing 
need, similar to that which had been formerly felt 
by Judaism itself, for an ecclesiastical and religious 
organisation here on earth. 

In the development of the organisation of Gentile 
Christianity, the heathen religious societies, the politico- 
religious organisation of the empire, the municipal and 
provincial organisation, and lastly, though perhaps 
only in certain localities, the organisation of the 
philosophical schools: all these had, strictly speaking, 
only so much influence as they exercised unconsciously 
—an influence, too, of which the Gentile-Christian 
communities in their progressive development had not 
the least suspicion. The churches (or in some cases 
particular circles in them) automatically imitated these 
organisations, or rather, compelled by necessity, directed 
their activities into the channels which already traversed 
the land, rejecting, however, in the process everything 
that savoured of polytheism. We may thus certainly 
say, with some reservations, that the above-mentioned 
organisations had their share in the constitution of the 
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Church; but yet it is misleading to assert that the 
Christian communities organised themselves on the 
model of heathen “religious societies” or of civic 
“corporations,” much less on the model of “ philosophi- 
cal schools,” for it should not be forgotten that the chief 
points of resemblance in external form which they had 
in common with the religious societies, philosophical 
schools, etc., sprang from the inner principle of the 
Christian societies themselves. It is most important 
always to see clearly, not only that the Christian 
religion had a specific principle of organisation in the 
thought that the Church was the realisation of the 
ideal expressed in the phrase “the people of God upon 
earth,” but also that in the second century it has already 
drawn to itself so effectively all the elements which 
seemed necessary to complete the edifice that nothing 
more was wanting ;! in fact, it was purely a question of 


1 Even the actual primacy of Rome is already unmistakable 
(see my History of Dogma, vol. ii. p. 149 ff.). When the orthodox 
eastern Church at the present day accords the “ Patriarch” of 
Rome precedence among his fellow patriarchs (assuming, of course, 
that he terminates the schism between East and West) and 
bases this precedence both on the importance of the city of Rome 
and on the apostolicity of the Roman Church (Peter and Paul), 
she is following faithfully, as so often is the case, in the footsteps 
of antiquity. On both grounds as early as the second century 
the Roman community was allowed to enjoy a certain amount of 
precedence and an actual ascendency, but these were in no sense 
constitutional or legislative, and did not affect the organisation of 
the whole Church. (The ecclesiastical importance of Alexandria 
and Antioch lies exclusively in their importance as cities, and is 
not based upon the apostolical activity of which they were the 
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shaping a unified structure out of this abundance of 
materials. As regards the idea of a “right to legislate,” 
this also (and indeed in the form of “divine right”) 
was innate in the Church on the theocratic view, in 
however spiritual a form that view was held, as well as 
on the other view that the Church was the successor to 
the legislative rights of the ancient people of God, or 
indeed was this people in its final form. Legislation 
resulted (still always invested with a divine sanction) 
in consequence of the development of the charismata. 
This led to various forms of organisation, for “ charisma” 
and “Jaw” do not exclude one another in this connec- 
tion; indeed, the charisma creates certain rights for 
itself. Finally the Church, when she began to become 
naturalised on earth and was compelled to regulate the 
natural social relations of her members, found herself 
unable simply to take over the public regulations already 
in force or to give them her adherence. Accordingly she 
centre, otherwise Ephesus, Corinth, etc., must have been placed 
on the same level.) The Roman bishop then puts himself in the 
place of the community over which he presides, exactly in the 
same way as everywhere else the substitution of the bishops for 
the communities took place. We observe this fact clearly for the 
first time in the case of Victor I. in the last decade of the second 
century. Whether he already applied Matt. xvi. to himself as 
the successor of Peter we do not know; but his successors 
from Callistus onwards (about 220) did so, as is proved by the 
latest writings of Tertullian. Victor, however, already desired 
that a usage of the Roman Church, which had nothing to do with 


the deposit of faith, or at any rate could only be artificially 
brought into connection with it, should form a standard for the 


whole Church. 
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increased the severity of the moral and social ordinances 
which she found already in existence and began, although 
comparatively late, to set up regulations of her own. 
These are in principle moral, but since in part they are 
made compulsory on the communities (marriage regula- 
tions, etc.), there arises an ecclesiastical law of a mixed 
character, i.e. a mixture of moral and legal elements 
and a confused compound of divine and secular law. 
Just for this reason the Church persistently felt and 
maintained that she stood above and beyond the secular 
legal system of the State. 

All the elements of the later development of the 
constitution of the Church were present at the end of 
the second century, and indeed earlier. There was no 
subsequent emergence of new factors except that of the 
Christian emperor, nor was a revolution ever necessary 
to attain that which was to be won in the third, in 
the fourth and fifth, in the ninth and eleventh, in the 
sixteenth and nineteenth centuries. It was always 
possible to have recourse to something already present, 
which needed only to be brought to the front, to be 
“developed” and fixed by law. But very different 
“developments” were possible. In no period could the 
one which actually took place be accomplished without 
the abolition of some rights, and therefore without the 
invention of historical or legal fictions in order to veil 
the loss of these rights. Nothing, however, became 
more complicated—complication was a characteristic of 
the condition of things at the beginning. In reality, 
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a continually increasing simplification was introduced. 
The external features of ecclesiastical organisation 
appear indeed in a greater variety of forms, but in no 
century have the essential features of the Western 
Catholic constitution of the Church been simpler than 
in our own. A breach has been made by the Reforma- 
tion, and by the Reformation only. Here, in relation 
to the organisation, constitution, and law of the Church, 
the Reformation has cut more deeply into history and 
historical development than at any other point. It has 
not only destroyed in its own compass the medieval 
constitution of the Church, but it no longer possesses 
any connection with the constitution of the Church of 
the first and second centuries. 'The Reformation, in so 
far as it is Lutheran, has fallen back on the only principle 
which it was admittedly able to prove from the oldest 
documents, and with which it goes to the root of the 
matter, namely, that the word of God must be proclaimed 
and that an office for this proclamation dare not be 
wanting. From the standpoint of this achievement 
of Luther’s, in its positive and negative aspects, it is 
possible to answer with certainty the question, which is 
again so much debated at the present day, as to when 
the beginning of the modern period is to be placed. 
What post-Reformation movement, then, has been even 
approximately so successful as the Reformation? In 
history it is a question of deeds, or rather of ideas 
which become deeds and create new forms. Meanwhile 
the nations of Western Europe still live as Catholics or 
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as Protestants. There is as yet no third course open. 
That they are one or the other is still at the present 
day far more important than the amount of philo- 
sophical and scientific enlightenment or the number of 
mechanical appliances which they possess. Luther has 
created this condition of things. In the meantime the 
‘nations are still waiting for a third kind of Church as 
the foundation of their higher life. 
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Rupotr Soum: “ Wesen und Ursprung des Katholi- 
zismus” (Abhandlungen der Philol.-Histor. Klasse 
d. K. Sachs. Gesellsch. d. Wiss., vol. xxvii., part iii., 
1909). 


In the above essay Sohm has given a fresh exposition 
in more precise terms of the theory of the nature of 
primitive Christianity and Catholicism and of the origin 
of ecclesiastical law, which he put forward in his work 
entitled Kirchenrecht (1892). He has also defended it 
against objections, and in this connection he has paid 
special attention to the account of the earliest con- 
stitutional history of the Church which I have given in 
my Mission and Expansion of Christianity, and also 
in the article “ Verfassung, kirchliche, und kirchliches 
Recht im 1 und 2 Jahrhundert” in the third edition of 
the Protestantische Real-Encyklopddie. (This article is 


reprinted in an enlarged form in the first part of the 
175 
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present volume.) As regards the origin of Sohm’s 
theory, it has one of its roots in my earlier works on 
primitive Christianity and the rise of the ancient 
Catholic Church (especially my History of Dogma and 
my Commentary on the Teaching of the Apostles). Sohm 
has always recognised this in a manner which calls for 
my warmest acknowledgment. I, for my part, have 
gained much of value from his Kirchenrecht. What I 
have learnt from him has become incorporated in my 
own views, and indeed was already implicitly contained 
in them, and the result is seen in the above article on 
“ Verfassung.” Sohm has now returned to the subject, 
and has given an impressive exposition of his theory in 
an essay which confines itself to broad outlines. Among 
the representatives of ecclesiastical law and history in 
Germany there are probably not many whose view of 
this great problem is so closely akin to Sohm’s on one 
main point as is my own. Moreover, Sohm’s theory, 
with the exception of the Catholic view, is the most 
coherent and complete which has ever been put forward. 
Hence I feel it all the more incumbent upon me to go 
into the question afresh and to offer reasons for the 
misgivings which I feel about Sohm’s view. I preface 
my criticism by a detailed account of the theory, and 
hope that I have not overlooked anything essential. 


1. Soum’s THEORY 


Sohm begins with the proposition, which he repre- 
sents as undisputed, that primitive Christianity was not 
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“Catholic,” but that Catholicism emerged from primi- 
tive Christianity as a necessary and logical consequence. 
From this proposition it follows that there must have 
been something in primitive Christianity which con- 
tained within itself the Catholic development, but 
Protestant theology has hitherto given no satisfactory 
answer to the question, where in primitive Christianity 
lay the germ from which Catholicism necessarily de- 
veloped. Hence the main historical problem offered 
by the earliest development of the Church is still 
unsolved. 

Sohm now criticises briefly the answer given by 
myself and others—whether he has fully reproduced 
this answer may be left undecided for the present—and 
finds it insufficient, for, according to him, the Hellenising 
of Christianity (i.e. its rapidly growing intellectualism 
and moralism) is indeed an element in Catholicism, but 
not Catholicism itself. This is proved by the fact that 
in Protestantism, too, there has been a strong infusion of 
intellectualism, moralism, and Old ‘Vestament legalism, 
though Protestantism has never become “Catholic,” 
for it has never entirely forgotten its fundamental 
principle of the religious freedom of the individual from 
the power of the Church, and hence has never developed 
an infallible, divine ecclesiastical law. But if the 
investing of tradition with a divine sanction is char- 
acterised as the specifically Catholic element, this hits 
the mark, it being presupposed that tradition (doctrine) 


and ecclesiastical law are identified, for the characteristic 
12 
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feature of Catholicism consists in the identity which it 
sets up between formally binding ecclesiastical law and 
the doctrine handed down by tradition. But the real 
significance of this identity is not recognised in the 
investigations of Church historians, and they cannot give 
any answer to the question why it was inevitable that 
a divine sanction should be attributed to ecclesiastical 
law, which was then extended to include all the 
principles underlying the existence and life of the 
Church. The important point is to press forward to 
the essence of Catholicism, which lies deeper, viz. behind 
the divine tradition and behind the divine ecclesiastical 
law. ‘ This will make clear the connection of Catholi- 
cism not only with Gentile Christianity but also with 
the world of thought in which the ordinary Christian 
of the primitive period lived, and it will also show how 
inevitable was the rise of Catholicism.” Sohm now 
treats of (1) the nature of Catholicism (pp. 9-22) and 
then (2) its origin (pp. 22-58). This second part is 
divided into three sections: “Church and Community ” 
(pp. 22-43); “The Charismatic Organisation” (pp. 
43-48); and “Ecclesiastical Law” (pp. 48-58). In 
summarising Sohm’s account I shall try to let him 
speak as far as possible for himself. 

1. The Nature of Catholicism. — The Protestant 
teachers of ecclesiastical law and theologians of the 
present day have taken over from “the Enlightenment” 
(Aufkléirung) the conception of the Church in the legal 
sense—as a product and at the same time antithesis of the 


yp 
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Church in the teaching sense—and this conception seems 
to them to rest on natural right, to be eternal, and to be 
self-evident for all ages. Just for this reason they are 
certain that primitive Christianity organised itself in 
the form of a religious society (a society for worship). 
The result of distinguishing between law and teaching 
is that the legal element (ecclesiastical law) is on 
principle sharply separated from the religious. Ecclesi- 
astical law concerns only the legal association, not the 
Gospel (hence not the Church of Christ); it is therefore 
left to develop freely by human agency, and may assume 
very different forms. But a law there must be in some 
form or other as a help and support for the kingdom 
of God, which is only imperfectly realised on earth. 
Accordingly ecclesiastical law may and ought to be 
closely connected with the Gospel, but its function is to 
serve the Gospel, while a rigid line of demarcation is 
maintained between the two. Since ecclesiastical law is 


also regarded as resting on natural right and as self- 


evident, it follows that on this view, which is the pre- 


‘vailing one, even the primitive Church must have ,__ 
} distinguished between the Church as a religious entity , ° 


and as a legal association. 

But as a matter of fact this distinction is not found 
in history before Luther, for even Augustine and the 
predecessors of the Reformers, to whom the conception 


of the invisible Church was familiar, by no means ~ 
wished to renounce the visible Church as a support for ° i 


their religious life. Luther was the first who made a 


es 
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sharp distinction between the invisible Church of faith 
and the Roman Church as it existed in his time. 
Whatever is legally constituted—this is his discovery 
and conviction—can be understood and seen by every- 
body (the world); it cannot be, as such, an object of 
faith, and can never, as such, be the Holy Christian 
Church of which the Christian creed speaks. The 
fact that there exists upon earth a holy people, 
redeemed by Christ, who lead a life with God, can 
only be believed, but never seen. But this invisibility 
necessarily removes the Church from the sphere of 
legal regulation. The legally constituted Church can 
never as such be the Church of Christ; it can never 
speak or act in the name of the Church of Christ, and 
it can never enforce its own ordinances as ordinances of 
the Church of Christ. In this conviction Luther 
shattered the power of ecclesiastical law over the 
Church of Christ. By his hard and fast distinction 
of the invisible Church from the legally constituted 
Church, Luther freed not only his own life but also 
Christendom, the State, science, the world, from 
spiritual tyranny, 7e. from the Roman Catholic 
ecclesiastical law. He abandoned “the sure ark” in 
order to walk hand in hand with Christ along stony 
paths, whereas until his time the opposition between 
the Church of Christ and the legally constituted Church 
had no existence for the life of Christians. The 
thorough-going application of this distinction indicated — 
the Protestant principle; it naturally follows that the 
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absence of this distinction indicates the Catholic 
principle.! 

The essence of Catholicism lies in the refusal to make 
any distinction between the Church in the religious 


sense (the Church of Christ) and the Church in the | 


legal sense. To it even the former is a legally con- 
stituted organisation, and the life of Christians with 
God is therefore to be regulated by the Catholic 
ecclesiastical law. From this all the rest follows. 
(a) The absence of any break in the continuity of the 
legal organisation guarantees the legitimacy and unique- 


1 We must here point out a noticeable gap in Sohm’s treat- 
ment. He shows plainly enough that the prevailing doctrine, 
which he has briefly characterised in the foregoing section, is 
entirely erroneous ; in fact, he treats it with grim irony (p. 11: 
“The primitive Christian communities already stood [according 
to the prevailing opinion] on the foundation of the Enlighten- 
ment!’’). But no light is cast on the distinction between Luther’s 
conception and the prevailing doctrine, for Sohm omits to state 
what Luther really thought of the legally constituted Church. 
Was the Roman Church the only instance that he knew of a 
legally constituted Church? What, then, did he think of the 
evangelical national churches which were being formed under 
his eyes, and indeed under his guidance? I know, of course, that 
Sohm has his own opinions about these, but we should have 
expected some indication of what he thought when he was giving 
a general account of present-day ideas and those held_by Luther. 
As his treatment is incomplete in Luther’s case, the reader will 
either ask, why this scornful gibe at the Enlightenment ?—for it, 
too, makes a sharp distinction between the Church of faith and 
the legally constituted Church—or he will fail to understand 
why a distinction, which is so highly praised when made by 
Luther, is,-according to Sohm, obviously not to be reckoned for 
righteousness when made by present-day opinion. 
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ness of the Church. If it is granted that there can 
be only one Church of Christ, then only that can be 
legitimate which possesses unbroken legal organisation. 
Since this belongs only to the Roman Catholic Church, 
it follows that this is the Church of Christ. Naturally 
it can have no “sister churches”; rather, these in 
withdrawing from the legal connection have by this 
very act apostatised from Christ, and are therefore 
unable to bestow salvation, since life with God through 
Christ is inseparable from the legal Church. 

(0) If the Church of Christ is embodied in the Catholic 
Church and Christ is the supreme head of the Church, 
then the distinction between the visible and the invisible 
Church is to be rejected, the government of the legal 
Church is the government of Christ (God), and thus the 
government of the Church coincides with the guidance 
and maintenance of spiritual life. From this it logically 
follows that no ordinance of the State can have any 
power over the government of the Church, for the 
State cannot lay down any laws for the religious life. 
Since, in addition, the spiritual life is higher than the 
secular, the power of the Church also is set above every 
earthly power, z.e. the power of the State. 

(c) The power by which Christ governs His Church is 
the Word of God regarded as a legally organised pastoral 
power ; in short, the Power of the Keys. This power, 
however, is in the last resort the power of Christ—to 
undertake the pastoral care of souls is to act as the repre- 
sentative of Christ—and therefore, because the analogy 
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must always be preserved, it can belong only to a single 
individual, the Pope; the visibility of the Church also 
postulates such a single head. To the Pope alone are 
the keys of the kingdom of heaven given. On this the 
whole of his power rests, which is therefore a power over 
the entire religious life of the whole of Christendom. 
(d) Such a power must naturally be capable of being 
enforced, for otherwise it would not be a power of 
government and the Church would not be a legal body. 
But in such a body even the obedience which is ex- 
torted by force has a value, and on the other hand 
spiritual life does not suffer through the compulsion 
exercised but is promoted by it, because obedience in 
itself is well-pleasing to God. In consequence the 
compulsion which the Church exercises is a moral duty 
in the interests of those to whom it is applied; but here 
it is a question of spiritual (hierarchical) power of 
compulsion (“the spiritual sword”), which is absolutely 
different from the secular and entirely independent of it. 
(e) After the account already given there can be 
no doubt about the origin of the spiritual power; it 
arose at the same time as the Gospel and the Church 
of Christ, whose existence without it would be im- 
possible. It is thus in the strict sense a zus divinum, 
and this ius divinum, which belongs to the content of 
the Gospel, therefore embraces all the fundamental 
constitutional principles. From these we must 
distinguish, as ius hwmanum, the legal maxims in the 
Church which are liable to change; but where these 
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begin, and what form they are to take, the possessor of 
the ius divinum alone decides, for these, too, spring 
from no earthly source but from the Christian religion, 
and serve the interests of the faith, although they do not 
immediately represent an object of faith. Thus thewhole 
ius canonicum is of a spiritual nature and is a spiritual 
law (partly in the narrower, partly in the wider sense), 
for it is legislation dealing with the content of religion. 
(f) With this view and with these claims the Catholic 
Church meets the desire of the natural man, for the 
latter insists on externalising religion and on having a 
visible Church of Christ; he wishes its supernatural 
origin to be proved by its overwhelming greatness and 
its fixed forms, and he desires to have a source of 
authority which, in virtue of its jurisdiction over the 
religious life of its members, gives an authoritative 
answer to all the questions and doubts of the human 
heart, and possesses the power to enforce its decisions. 
It is just the fusion of the religious with the legal which 
exalts the service of the Church to the service of God, 
satisfies the desire that the invisible should become 
visible, and is the source of the power which the 
Catholic Church exercises over the minds of men. 
(g) But it is just this power which is on another 
side the weakness of this Church. Its claim to in- 
fallibility as the bearer of religious truth compels 
it to identify its spirit with the Spirit of God, 
and to assert that its development in doctrine and 
constitution corresponds with the unfolding of revela- 
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tion. It gives its followers formal religious certainty, 
but it hampers and hinders all religious life in pro- 
portion as it annihilates the spiritual life of the 
individual himself. There is only one Christian in 
the full sense of the word, namely, the Pope, because 
he alone has immediate relationship to God and to 
His Word. The rest are Christians of the second class, 
and this means that the essence of Christianity is 
destroyed. But further, faith appears here as belief 
in the truth of the doctrine transmitted by the Catholic 
Church, a doctrine which offers a view of history and 
the world derived from the past. By this means 
Catholicism limits not only religious belief but also 
science, and is bound to wage a continual war against 
them. But impossible as it is even to attempt to force 
Christendom to hold such and such beliefs by means of 
an authority whose competence is merely formal, it is 
just as impossible to check the undying power of 
science: “but still it moves.” Even though it be 
vanquished as 6 Modernism,” science will ever return 
to the attack and will overthrow the foundations of 
the Church—the foundations, I say, because faith and 
science turn against the very essence of Catholicism, 
viz. against the claim that, with its legal constitution 
and its fixed doctrine, it is the revelation of divine 
powers, the Church of Christ raised far above everything 
earthly. 

2. The Origin of Catholicism.—As soon as the 


nature of Catholicism is recognised, its origin is seen at 
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once. Primitive Christianity was bound to develop 
into Catholicism when it was unable to distinguish the 
outwardly visible (empirical) body of Christians from 
Christendom in the religious sense (the people of God), 
and it was impossible for it to make this distinction. 
From the beginning, not, however, as the result of 
reflection, but instinctively and naively, it made the 
visible society of Christians equivalent to the society of 
the saints (the Chosen Ones, the true children of God), 
and regarded this society as “the people of God,” 
just as the Jews had regarded themselves as “the 
people of God” (this exercised an influence that was 
“involuntary”). This is proved by the very name 
ecclesia (which was applied to the visible community of 
Christians), and Paul and the other Christian authors 
of the first century describe and treat the Christian 
communities at Corinth, Rome, etc., as “the body and 
members of Christ,” and as the people of God. They 
assume that in the visible assembly, God (Christ) is 
present, and that the word and resolution of this 
assembly is the word and resolution of God Himself. 
Hence no distinction is made between the outwardly 
visible body of Christians and a people of God, viz. the 
ecclesia, present only to the eye of faith. “This is 
neither Hellenic nor Jewish ; it has its origin purely in 
the unreflective and undeveloped nature of the earliest 
Christianity—undeveloped, that is to say, in the region 
of ideas. This fact, however, marks the point in 
primitive Christianity from which the development 
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towards Catholicism was inevitably bound to follow” 
(p. 24). This theory has to be proved by reference to 
the constitution of the Church in the primitive period. 
(a) Church and Community.—We must put on one 
side the conception of the “Church” which is current 
in Protestantism at the present day (a conception in 
which the correct idea of true spiritual Christianity is 
inextricably interwoven with a legal system which is 
regarded as its indispensable help and support) if we 
mean to understand primitive Christianity, for the 
ecclesiastical law which the Protestant conception of 
the Church demands stands in contradiction to the 
nature of the Church of Christ which it is meant to 
serve. ‘Ihe only conception of the Church which the 
primitive period knew was that which made it equiva- 
lent to the whole body of Christians, and this was the 
conception of a religious entity and therefore not of a 
legally constituted Church. All the oldest names for 
the general body of Christians have the same meaning, 
and designate it as the assembly of the people (or 
simply the people) of God (Christ). This people 
forms, it is true, a unity, a body, namely, the body of 
Christ, but the body of Christ is not a corporation, 
much less a Christian corporation, for what makes it a 
body is only something spiritual (the Spirit of God, 
faith). Hence the unity itself is an object of faith; 
the Church cannot be at the same time a spiritual and 
a legal (corporate) unity. But the primitive period, to 
be sure, makes no distinction between Christianity in 


188 CONSTITUTION & LAW OF THE CHURCH 


the religious sense and visible Christendom ; it possesses 
indeed only the religious conception of the Church, and 
applies it also to the Church as a visible corporation. 
These facts have hitherto been misunderstood, and for 
this reason the attempt to understand the rise of 
Catholicism has been unsuccessful, for it is here that 
the ultimate source of the development lies. Two 
consequences immediately follow: firstly, the primitive 
Church knows no communities (in our sense); secondly, 
as regards the primitive Church, the development of a 
legal system is excluded just as much as the formation 
of communities. 

The conception of the community is a legal con- 
ception (indicating a local organisation which in its 
legal aspect is self-contained and at the same time is 
incorporated in and subordinated to a higher and 
wider association). As regards relationship to God 
there are no communities, for it is a matter of no 
importance, ¢.g., in what place anyone goes to church. 
From the religious point of view there is only the 
Church and not a community, and indeed only the one 
Church of Christ, which is embodied in the innumerable 
Churches, in all the assemblies of Christendom. Now 
this was absolutely the view which the primitive period 
took of the general body of Christians, who were 
regarded exclusively as forming a religious entity. 
Hence it could not even conceive such an idea as the 
community in our sense. The local community is all 
that it is, simply because it is the form in which the 
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Christian body as a whole (ecclesia) is visibly and 
locally manifested. It is for its part (é« uépous) the 
Christian body, the body of Christ, and nothing else, 
for there is only one Church. From the religious point 
of view all assemblies are of equal importance, because 
they are all embodiments of the same entity. When 
the Christian body at Rome writes to that at Corinth, 
it is not one community writing to another but the 
people of God speaking at Rome. What the Christian 
body speaks is naturally the Word of God, for in the 
religious sense it possesses nothing else, but what it says 
is not legally binding. The people of God at Corinth 
agree to receive the Word; that is to say, it must be 
acknowledged and accepted as the Word of God. In 
both places it is the same Church, because it is the 
Church in the religious sense; in the last resort the 
Church’s own verdict must be accepted, and it can 
neither be impugned nor verified by any external 
authority. 

But it is not to be imagined that only the full 
assembly of the local community is an embodiment of 
the Church, for the same claim can be made for every 
household community, and in many localities there are 
often a number of such communities. Hence every 
organisation in the form of a community and every 
legal organisation is excluded (there is no legally unified 
local community). All the oldest evidence bears 
witness to this and contradicts the prevailing doctrine, 
which conceives of the ecclestae of Jerusalem, Corinth, 
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etc., as “local organisations,” as corporate formations 
with a legal constitution adapted to local circumstances, 
the legal constitution being supposed to have been 
modelled on either the synagogues or the heathen 
societies for worship. It is further held that here we 
have the origin of the episcopal office as an office in the 
local community which gradually developed into an 
office in the Church at large, in the same way as the 
constitution of the community developed by federation 
into the constitution of the Church. Since the dis- 
covery of the Teaching of the Apostles, Harnack, it 
is true, has essentially corrected this view by dis- 
tinguishing a double organisation, one spiritual, uni- 
versal, unitary, applying to the Church as a whole, and 
the other legal, belonging to the local community (his 
chief points are, charisma in the former, election and 
office in the latter; the gradual dying out of the 
charismata [of the apostles, prophets, and teachers]; the 
transference of the function of teaching to the elected 
bishops); but this second organisation owes its existence 
solely to a false interpretation of the sources, in which 
charisma and election nowhere appear as antitheses but 
rather imply one another, and in which we nowhere 
find the “corporate local community” taking action, 
because we nowhere meet with it, but always the Spirit 
working through his chosen instruments. Even where 
envoys of the churches (ecclesiae) are spoken of, as in 
2 Cor. viii. 18 ff., it does not follow that we are to think 
of the local communities as a whole, for ecclesia could 
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be used for any assembly of Christians, and the word 
“Christendom” (ecclesia) primarily denotes the Christians 
and not a Christian corporation. The same applies to 
the cases where it is a question of financial affairs ; here, 


too, a corporate resolution, legally binding on the ' 
individual, is an entirely imaginary importation into ‘ 


the sources. Now Harnack, it is true, in his latest 
investigation has approached still nearer to the facts of 
the case as they are given in the sources, but as he 
refuses to surrender essential features of his earlier 
view, he involves himself in inner contradictions. He 
recognises that the ecclesia of God is made manifest in 
the local community, that ideally there is no difference 
between the general community and the individual com- 
munity, that in so far as the constitutional development 
begins with the local ecclesia, the religious and unitary 
conception of the Church exercises throughout a pre- 
dominant influence over the history of the constitution, 
and that therefore even the local ecclesia as a spiritual 
entity is incapable of a legal constitution.’ But this 
leads to the final collapse of Harnack’s theory of the 
* society for worship,” and he has now come to recognise 
that ecclesiastical law does not prevail till we reach the 


1 This I have never maintained. It is quite incomprehensible 
to me how Sohm—objecting to my view of the development of the 
constitution in Jerusalem, which I expressly derive from the 
model of the synagogue (a point which Sohm himself has not 
failed to notice)—can close his discussion with the words (p. 34, 
n. 31): “Harnack, no less than Ritschl, derives everything that 
is Catholic from Hellenistic Christianity” ! 
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First Epistle of Clement.1 But he contradicts himself — 
when he goes on to maintain that the Christian ecclesia 
appeared from the beginning as a body possessing a 
legal system, for it is plainly a contradiction if the 
general body of Christians, as Harnack maintains, felt 
and regarded themselves at one and the same time as 
a creation of God and, in their capacity as successors 
to the people of Israel, as a people with a fixed and 
exclusive organisation, or even in some cases as a people 
with local organisations modelled on the synagogues. 
How can the First Epistle of Clement mark the advent 
of ecclesiastical law if Christianity had already received 
from Judaism, as Harnack states, powerful impulses 
towards the formation of a legal system, if the power 
of the Twelve had already become a formal judicial 
function, if the original community at Jerusalem 
already possessed a strong legal organisation, and if 
the same held good of the Gentile churches? The 
arguments brought forward to prove these assertions all 
rest on false interpretations of the sources, which do not 
» afford the least suggestion of such a view and never use 
the word ecclesia to denote a local community. The 
leading idea in Harnack is that of a tension between 
the central and the local organisation, “ the fundamental 
antinomy and tension which controls the historical 
development of the constitution.” On the one side he 
places the apostles and the apostolic men—an inspired 
and charismatic body ; on the other he puts the bishops, 


1 This, too, I must dispute ; see below. 
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who represent the individual community regarded as the 
Church of God, subject only to its heavenly Lord. A 
partly conscious and partly unconscious struggle between 
the two conceptions is supposed to have ended with the 
victory of the local organisation ; the local community 
achieves untrammelled self-government, and the mon- 
archical bishop is, according to Harnack, the exponent 
of the self-contained and sovereign individual community, 
which becomes the starting-point of a fresh progress 
towards more general organisations. But how can 
Harnack, following out this train of thought, conceive 
of the local community in the primitive period as an 
independent entity, while recognising that it is merely 
the local manifestation of the general assembly (of the 
people of God)? His meaning becomes intelligible, but 
is also refuted by his making the general community 
equivalent to the missionary community. In a mis- 
sionary community a “local government” striving after 
independence is at any rate conceivable, in contrast to 
the government of the community by the missionary 
who had established it, but it is an obvious error to 
make the missionary community equivalent to the 
general community, for everything that is done by men 
towards the founding of the missionary community is, 
when looked at from the point of view of such a con- 
ception as that of the people of God, accidental and a 
matter of complete indifference. The missionary com- 
munity is not, as such, directly inspired; only the 


people of God (ecclesia) is inspired, without any dis- 
13 


“Suen 
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tinction between one missionary field and another. 
But there is no kind of opposition or tension between 
this inspired entity and the individual ecclesia; it is just 
this (the “universal” entity) which is the work of God 
(not of an apostle), and it is only because this general 
ecclesia is manifested in the individual body of Christians 
that the latter can regard itself as the ecclesia, the 


: Church of God. The “double organisation” thus rests 


on the confusion between missionary community and 
ecclesia, on the erroneous view of the “ missionary com- 


munity ” as a spiritual, religious, “ universal” entity,— 


_ independently organised (é.¢. with a central, monarchical 


organisation). The spiritual power also of the apostles 
and evangelists is rooted in the fact that it is just the 


. “local organisation” of every local body of Christians 


which is authoritatively and exclusively determined by 


\-( the “central organisation.” There is no antinomy, 


tension or double organisation, and it is impossible that 
there should be. As regards organisation, we find in the 
sources the general ecclesia and nothing more. It alone 


furnishes the organisation of every local ecclesia. For 


this reason the bishops and deacons are also counted 
among the organs of ecumenical Christianity, for they 
serve it (and not a supposed local community, which 
does not exist). The local community would not be an 
embodiment of the Church of Christ if it had anything 
in its constitution which was not simply the constitution 
of the universal Church, This is the teaching of the 
sources from Paul to Hermas, and it is obvious that 
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this view is still influential in the third century. This 
is what Harnack himself teaches, but then he makes 
alien additions, by which he stultifies his own views. 

The last source of the contradictions in which 
Harnack involves himself lies in his attitude towards 
the true content of the fundamental idea of primitive 
Christianity ; he makes the general body of Christians 
purely a social entity, united by ties of solidarity, and 
their organisation a political one.t Hence arises the 
“ paradoxical,” “remarkable,” and really incompre- 
hensible fact that, regarded as a society, the individual 
community is in truth not identical with the general 
community. The fundamental idea of primitive 
Christianity appears in Harnack as self-contradictory.? 
But as soon as we put aside any attempt to judge the 
conditions of primitive Christianity from a political 

1 Nothing is further from my intention, and I have no idea 
how I can have given occasion for this imputation, which is both 
unjust and hurtful, although not meant to be so. I think that 
I have done just as much as Sohm in bringing into prominence 
the religious nature of the primitive communities and in guard- 
ing it from misunderstanding. 

2 Tt is not the fundamental idea of primitive Christianity 
which seems to me to be “‘self-contradictory,” but the contra- 
diction comes in when it begins to realise itself, and it is the 
same contradiction which shows itself wherever an idea is to 
be carried into practice. “It appears ever as a strange guest” 
(Goethe), and the process of realising it can never be carried out 
without a contradiction. It is just the same on Sohm’s theory ; 
or is it not a contradiction that according to him an empirical 


entity is treated as though it were an ideal one, and consequently 
an absolute value is ascribed to earthly embodiments of the 


ideal ? 
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point of view and judge them as they ask to be judged, 
we find that there is no paradox and nothing remark- 
able. There is only Christianity, which is present 
wherever the Spirit of Christ is—it makes no difference 
whether it be an ecumenical assembly, a local assembly, 
or a household community. And there is no need to 
inquire into the origin of this conviction, for it is as 
old as the saying of Jesus, “ Where two or three are 
gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst 
of them.” This saying rules absolutely in the primitive 
period, and runs through the whole history of the 
Church. Because primitive Christianity possesses only 


_ the religious conception of the Church and consequently 


| applies this conception also to the outward and visible 
| body of Christians, it knows only the Church and not 


the community ; a double organisation is impossible. 

(b) The Charismatic Organisation.—The organisa- 
tion of the people of God (the body of Christ) can 
only be derived from God Himself and must therefore 
itself be purely spiritual, z.e. based on charismata which 
make their presence felt only in an atmosphere of 
love (do they themselves originate this atmosphere ?) 
and when they meet with recognition or willing 
submission. ‘The sources show that this was the view 
taken of the “ offices” in the primitive period, and it 
is also the foundation of the present Catholic constitu- 
tion of the Church. Not only does the power of 
those with the gift of teaching rest solely on charismata, 
but likewise that of the bishops and deacons (i.e. the 
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leaders and pastors of the individual ecclesia). Since 
the charisma, if it is to take effect, must meet with 
recognition on the part of the general body of 
Christians, it follows that “election” is necessary ; but 
election is nothing but a testimony to the presence of 
the charisma, i.e. election simply confirms and makes 
plain to every one the choice really brought about by 
God. It is, in fact, the “Spirit” who speaks in the 
ecclesia, nominates and acts; hence everything is done 
by inspiration, for the ecclesia and the Word of God 
are correlative. No one is legally bound, for here 
everything has a religious and not a legal value. Only 
those who are inspired act, and when, e.g.,in 1 Tim. | 
iv. 14, mention is made of the laying on of hands by the 
presbyters, we must not think of the act of a corpora- 
tion or a college, but only of a spiritual act on the part | 
of the individual presbyters. 

This spiritual organisation of the Church can show 
itself only in the individual ecclesiw, for it is only in 
them that Christianity appears as a whole. Hence it 
applies also to the bishops and deacons, as we have 
already remarked, and thus Cyprian can speak of the 
election of a bishop as a decision of God (dei 
tudicium). But faith in possession by the Spirit and in 
the immediate revelation of God cannot be branded as 
mere “enthusiasm,” for we find no trace of abnormal 
excitement. The point at issue is exclusively the 
regulation of a visible society of men according to a 
religious idea, and therefore on this point primitive 
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Christianity and Catholicism are in complete agreement. 
This charismatic organisation is indeed incapable of 
overcoming resistance of any sort, because it is without 
any legal order and external organising power, and yet 
it is the only one which corresponds to the nature of 
the case and is prescribed by God (the religious life of 
the general body of Christians obeys only the charisma, 
never any kind of legal authority), and from this 
“spiritual anarchism” the mightiest legal body in 
history has grown, the Roman Church! The solution 
of this apparent riddle lies in the fact that primitive 
Christianity already identified the outward and visible 
body of Christians with the Church in the religious 
sense, and declared that the organisation of the latter 
applied to the former. Then the development which 
actually followed became inevitable, namely, Catholicism. 

(c) Ecclesiastical Law.—The common life of a visible 
society of men cannot dispense with some kind of form. 
There is need of some generally received order which, 
arising in the past, yet controls the present, and which 
may be appealed to as a standard when any diver- 
gences arise within the society. It is a fundamental 
principle that this must be done without regard to the 
private consent of the party affected, i.e. the common 
life cannot do without a legal system ; religious life, on 
the contrary, depends solely on the spirit and the truth. 
Yet primitive Christianity wished to make this law of 
the religious life at the same time the law of the 
public life of the Church, and did make it so. By this 
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means a judicial system came into the Church. Harnack 
is of another opinion. He regards Christianity as an 
entity which naturally strove to develop a legal 
system, and he finds that the formation of a legal code 
in the primitive Church is chiefly due to its relation to 
the Roman state. Church and State stood in opposi- 
tion to one another; and this relationship compelled 
the Church to elaborate an independent constitution 
and an ecclesiastical law of its own; otherwise, accord- 
ing to Harnack, it would have developed a legal system 
of its own only to a very modest extent. But this 
would be to the point only if primitive Christianity 
had been conscious of itself in any way as a society 
belonging to this world. But since it could never 
picture itself (.e. the people of God) as being in the 
same world as the secular order of the state, it always 
felt that it stood beyond the civil and legal system and 
outside all rights of citizenship. In fact this feeling 
has always been the determining factor for the Church, 
even after she had been long influenced by the forms of 
the imperial constitution. Nor can it be admitted that 
the whole civic life of the period, with its institution of 
private property, etc., required from the standpoint of 
primitive Christianity independent regulation on the 
ground that it was not possible to recognise and accept 
the legal system of the State without reservation. This 
would mean that the idea of a canon law applicable to 
the whole world was operative as early as the primitive 
Christian period, but, as Troeltsch has shown against 
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Harnack, in the whole of antiquity the Church’s 
interest was exclusively religious. She has no idea of 
problems to be solved by legal means; she does not 
think of social reform or of permeating the civilisation 
of the world with the Christian spirit.1 Even the 
interest aroused towards the end of the first century by 
the beginnings of the ecclesiastical legal system was 
purely a religious interest, an interest in the life of the 
ecclesia. The Church’s legal system originated in the 
form of a disciplinary code im connection with the 
assemblies of the general body of Christians. 

We must begin with the assemblies. Originally 
there were two; one was an assembly for the Word, 
and in this “spiritual anarchy” prevailed. The other 
was an assembly for the Eucharist; this was quite 
impossible without a definite external order. It needed 
a president, who took the place of Christ, and those 
who sat with him at table sat in place of the disciples 
(as successors and representatives of the apostles). This 
order followed from the nature of the celebration. 
When it was no longer possible for all to sit at the 
table, the mere fact of sitting necessarily became a mark 
of honour ; the others had to stand. (Herein we may 


1 In the attack which he here makes upon me, Sohm takes 
what I have said in a way which differs essentially from my 
meaning, There is also no important difference on this point 
between Troeltsch and myself (see my review of 'Troeltsch’s essay 
in the Preuss, Jahrbb., vol. cxxxi., part iii.), It never entered into 
my head to maintain that primitive Christianity wished to permeate 
the civilisation of the world with the Christian spirit. 
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see the germ of the distinction between clergy and 
laity.) The persons so honoured, who thus represent 
the twelve apostles, were elders both in age and name, 
and the mere act of sitting became a function in the 
Church (they took part in the conducting of the 
eucharistic assembly). At the same time other persons 
were needed to bring the gifts to those who were 
standing, and this service was carried out by the 
deacons. All those who took an active part in the 
sacred ceremony—the people remained inactive—must 
be charismatics and therefore also “elected.” When 
the assemblies for the Word and the Eucharist were 
amalgamated, the importance of the “clergy” was 
bound to increase. The eucharistic order became the 
order of the Church generally. Owing to this the 
service of the Word also becomes “clerical,” i.e. it is 
transferred primarily to the bishop and secondarily to 
the presbyters. As the administration of the sacrificial 
gifts (the property of the Church) always went with 
the leadership of the eucharistic assembly, the chosen 
officials found an accumulation of duties devolving 
upon them. But this was not yet a legal system, 
because the Spirit still determined everything, and the 
man who was chosen to-day to occupy the seat of 
honour ‘might to-morrow give way to another, and 
indeed was bound to do so if he received an intimation 
from the Spirit. These officials were only a group, 
whose members changed from day today. The increas- 
ing importance attributed to the Lord’s Supper (the 
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sacramental idea, the impartation of eternal life) made 
power over the Eucharist appear as power over the 
religious life of the ecclesia. But what is the conse- 
quence if a dispute arises over the bishop’s office? 
Here comes the turning-point. When the difficulty 
arose in Corinth, the Roman ecclesia wrote an epistle 
| asserting that the offices of bishop and deacon conferred 
by “installation ” were conferred for life, .e. installation 
| gives a lasting right to exercise the functions of the 
| office, a right which has been formally acquired and 
which is based upon a past fact and upon a generally 
received order rooted in the past. Here ecclesiastical 
law makes its first appearance; the government of the 
ecclesia is determined by the needs of its public life. 
The signal is now given for the establishment of a 
fixed order in the ecclesia of God. In this connection 
the Old Testament is appealed to in order to help in 
the building up of a divine legal system for the new 
' people of God, for if there is a legal system it cannot 
be anything but divine. God (according to the Epistle 
of Clement) ensures that he who is called by the Spirit 
is also elected once and for all by men; in the Eucharist 
God binds down the effectual working of the Spirit to 
the correct form of celebration. Thus the spiritual 
factor is not eliminated but protected, for it is 
strengthened by being confined to the legal channels and 
has the influence of the law behind it. As before, 
everything is still based on God and on the Spirit, but 
the spiritual element is legalised and formalised. 
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Although the “local community” does not enjoy 
complete independence, being ostensibly under the 
control of the officials who have charge of its worship, 
yet on the other hand its position as an embodiment of 
the universal ecclesia is strengthened by the legal status 
now assigned to its officials. The law of God, which is 
valid for the ecclesia as a whole, is religiously binding 
on every individual ecclesia. Catholicism is born when 
the “Spirit” is guaranteed to every individual ecclesia 
only by means of the fixed “military” forms which it 
is bound to adopt. The main feature of the subsequent 
development is that the fundamental laws of the 
universal Church determine throughout the external 
forms of the life of the local churches. On this the 
legitimacy of every local body of Christians really 
depends. The necessary presupposition of the Chris- 
tianity of any single ecclesia lies in its possessing the 
correct ecclesiastical system. 

In Catholicism the whole life of the Christian 
community in the religious sense, and therefore the 
essence of Christianity, is legalised and formalised ; the 
“ divine” legal system of the Church takes the place of 
the religious life, for the Church of ecclesiastical law is 
the Church in the religious sense. This appears for the 
first time in the Epistle of Clement, which thus marks 
the rise of Catholicism, a development which is coinci- 
dent with the rise of ecclesiastical law as a system 
applicable to the Church of Christian faith. 

Because primitive Christianity possessed only the 
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religious conception of the Church and consequently 
applied this conception to the outward and visible body 
of Christians, it follows that the rise of a legal system 
applicable to the general body of Christians (the Church 
in the religious sense) necessarily involved the develop- 
ment of primitive Christianity into Catholicism. 


2. Criticism oF Soum’s THEORY 


The Nature of the Church and the Nature of 
Ecclesiastical Law 


Leibniz says somewhere or other, “ Most scholars are 
right in what they affirm but wrong in what they deny.” 
I should like to apply this saying to Sohm’s theory. 
Who else has given us a more impressive picture of the 
spiritual character of the primitive Church or a more 
comprehensive view of the effects which it produced ? 
The treatment of this subject in his great work on 
ecclesiastical law and in his new essay is a permanent 
addition to exact knowledge. But when he thinks he 
is bound to exploit his theory to such an extent that it 
simply will not endure “ other gods” alongside it, it is 
time to take objection to such a view, and the objection 
is not confined to one point: if the theory is put 
forward as exclusive it is not only untenable in itself 
but also makes shipwreck on historical facts. 

At the present day there is a great tendency to 
regard the Christian religion and “law” as incom- 
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patible. Such a tendency is especially due to modern 
evangelical conceptions concerning the relation of 
the two. 

Religion creates, and indeed requires, a life derived 
from God, and the only sphere which it knows is that 
of voluntary activity dependent upon God; law 
demands conformity and obedience, insists upon them 
if they are wanting, but is content with the mere fact 
of submission; what has once been established as 
legally binding must be applicable to fresh cases, but so 
long as the obedience is given, its motive seems to be a 
matter of indifference. Such obedience, however, is an 
abomination in God’s sight: on the other hand, law is 
helpless, and often enough even repressive, in face of 
an attitude which simply declares “ My conscience is in 
God’s keeping; I cannot do otherwise,” 
this religious conscience insists on being the sole factor 
in the whole development of individual and social life. 
From this standpoint the incompatibility of the 
Christian religion and law follows as an apparently 


especially if 


inevitable consequence. 

But we need only reflect for a moment in order to 
recognise how much more complicated the relationship 
is and how superficially both religion and law are 
conceived on this theory. First let us recall a few 
historical considerations. Has not a great part of law, 
not to say the very idea of law, arisen from religion ? 
From the very beginning it is thus invested with a 
religious sanction, and close relations between the two 
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still subsist at the present day. Law in general, and 
not only criminal law—of this Sohm of all men has no 
need to be reminded—cannot be conceived or under- 
stood, at least historically, without the background of 
religion. Nor is it correct that law is concerned purely 
with abstract legal rights and not with the inward 
disposition ; only it finds that in the majority of cases 
it is not competent to determine anything about the 
inward disposition. But where it can define and detect 
an illegal and harmful disposition, it intervenes and 
seeks to punish and suppress this disposition. If it 
waits as a rule until the disposition has actually 
issued in action, it waits, not from indifference to the 
disposition in itself, but because it has learnt that re- 
prisals are impracticable on account of the difficulty of 
substantiating the offence, and because the suppression 
of all freedom is more harmful than the dangers of - 
illegal dispositions which do not issue in overt acts. 
Hence the idea that law is purely formal and that it 
deals exclusively with actions cannot be maintained ; we 
should say, rather, that behind it lies an actual, definite, 
social will; before it lies an ideal to be realised corre- 
sponding to this will, and to it are entrusted the most 
precious possessions (swmma bona) of humanity, which 
it strives to protect with the strongest means at its 
disposal. Law in this sense always aims at being as 
far as possible a “right law.” Without this claim, or 
better, without the attempt to reach this goal, it would 
cease to be law; but it is always conscious that it is 
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merely relative, for otherwise it would be bound to 
proclaim itself as a system of ethics or as a religion. 
But, on the other hand, the Christian religion is not the 
private inspiration of the individual, which reveals itself 
in ever varying emotions—that is much more a patho- 
logical condition,—but in its very character of Christian 
it is bound to the tradition of Christ; it rejects the 
religious neutrality which cannot exist in the presence 
of this standard, and teaches that religion reaches its 
consummation as the supremacy of the divine will (de. 
whatever is regarded as good) in the heart of the 
individual and in the life of society. The ordinances 
(Sucawuara) of God are the decisive factor ;1 these, 
even when they take the form of grace and forgiveness, 
always bear the character of ordinances of God, and 
must be carried out both in general and in detail. All 
inspiration and impartation of the Spirit aim at 
strengthening the rule of God’s ordinances in the human 
heart. ‘To become fellow-workers with God in order 
that humanity may give positive expression to His good 
and gracious Will is the supreme goal at which the 
Christian religion aims. Have these ordinances, then, 
no relation at all to “law”? If, as we have said, the 
ultimate aim in law is to reach what we have called 
“right law,” and if, on the other hand, the individual 


1 I am not concerned at present with the word dieadua, but 
with the thought which lies behind it. I might have used 
“righteousness of God” (Suaoctvn @cod), “law of Christ” 
(véuos Xpiorod), or other expressions, but they all have their 
limitations, 
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Christian believes that God Himself in love and discip- 
line, by punishment and death, intervenes on behalf of 
His good and gracious Will; and if he believes further- 
more that in this he is called to be God’s fellow-worker, 
how can it be denied that the Christian religion also 


stands for “laws” and a “ law,” 


and how is it possible 
to maintain that there is a fundamental conflict between 
the Christian religion and law? If it be objected—an 
objection which Sohm does not raise, and from which, 
indeed, he is the very one who is furthest removed— 
that they are in conflict just because both are “laws,” 
it is difficult to see why on principle the secular law, 
which yet keeps the “right,” 2.¢. the ideal law before it, 
as the end to be aimed at, must come into conflict with 
the divine law. However great may be the contra- 
diction between the law as it exists from time to time 
and the Christian religion, it is absolutely impossible to 
infer from this that the idea of law contradicts that 
of religion, even if Christianity attaches no value to the 
majority of the possessions which the law of the period 
thinks itself bound to protect; for in any case it does 
know of goods on behalf of which God Himself, even 
on the Christian view, intervenes to give them legal 
protection; in addition to this we find it roundly 
asserted in Rom. xiii. 1 f. that the earthly magistracy is 
of God. But the objection that the Christian religion 
on principle totally excludes the idea of law is already 
refuted, since in the thought of the ordinances of God, 
which are carried out even in discipline and punishment, 
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the conception of law is immanent in Christianity 
itself. 

Sohm will object that this account does not affect 
his argument; he has merely asserted that the nature 
of ecclesiastical law is inconsistent with the nature of 
the Church. But one cannot well refute this proposition 
without going back to more general considerations. 
Let us now look at this assertion. We agree with it 
without hesitation, if it be made in the more definite 
form “the nature of Catholic ecclesiastical law is in- 
consistent with the nature of the Church as Luther 
conceived it.” The Church, according to Luther, is 
spiritual both in its essence and in its operations, and 
therefore the intermingling of the spiritual and the 
‘secular, which occurs in Catholic ecclesiastical law, or 
the inclusion and subordination of secular administra- 
tion and order under the authority of revelation, is 
inconsistent with the nature of the Church as Luther 
conceived it. But this is merely a truism which it is 
not worth while to discuss. If, however, it be asked 
whether the nature of Catholic ecclesiastical law is 
inconsistent with the nature of the primitive Church, 


1 Religion and law therefore are not in opposition (Rom, xiii. 5), 
“wherefore ye must needs be in subjection, not only because of 
the wrath, but also for conscience sake” (avdyxn brotdacceaOat, ob 
pdvoy Sia thy dpyhy GrAAa Kad Bid Thy cuveldnow) ; and indeed even 
charisma and law do not exclude one another. In relation to 
others the charisma acts, it is true, as a rule in the form of 
service (S:axovla); but in certain circumstances the charisma is 
given power to exact submission and to act as judge. an 
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such a question can no longer be answered by a simple 
Yes or No, for our inquiries soon disclose, as we shall 
see, a very complicated state of affairs. Hence let us 
first leave Catholic ecclesiastical law out of account. 
The assertion, in the form in which Sohm puts it 
forward, “the nature of ecclesiastical law is inconsistent 
with the nature of the Church,” can only mean, 
“ According to my [Sohm’s] idea of the nature of the 
Church, there cannot be any ecclesiastical law at all in 
any sense of the term,” for an ecclesiastical law which 
is to remain permanently in force, although it be incon- 
sistent with the nature of the Church, is an absurdity. 
But if Sohm’s idea of the Church be correct, and let 
it be assumed that it is, and if his idea of ecclesiastical 
law be also correct, and let this be assumed also—we 
may still ask whether the conclusion that they are 
incompatible is just. Obviously these are the three 
questions which are here at issue. 

According to Sohm, the Church is a purely religious 
and spiritual entity; she is the people of God, the 
body of Christ. In this sense she forms, it is true, a 
body but not a corporation, much less a Christian 
corporation, for it is only something spiritual (the 
spirit of God, faith) which makes her a body. Nor 
can she be at the same time a spiritual and a legal 
(corporate) unity, for that would be a self-contradiction 
(see above, pp. 187 f.). If we agree with this idea, 
we must first make it clear to ourselves that we are 
here dealing with something which every man must 
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decide for himself, i.e. a view which belongs entirely 
to the domain of faith, and which indeed altogether 
neglects the question as to whether it has been realised 
in any age, and if so, to what extent. True, Sohm 
asserts that this was also the view of the primitive 
Church, but most people dispute this very vigorously. 
Sohm, however, would hold to the view if it had never 
(even at the beginning) been realised in its purity, for 
it follows from his conception of the work of Jesus 
Christ. But if we grant his first main proposition— 
we must be grateful to Sohm for enforcing it so 
vigorously—it is impossible to see, if we simply 
eliminate everything earthly from the nature of the 
Church, how the Church can then be anything but a 
mere idea, in which each individual Christian in his 
isolation believes. Even so, this idea may be efficacious 
and powerful, but there is no Church here, only a 
number of predestined believers, who cannot be any- 
thing to one another, and who resemble a number of 
parallel lines which meet in infinity and not before. 
But this cannot be what Sohm means, since after all 
the very word “Church” is used, and here comes the 
decisive point. A Church is an assembly, an assembly 
of those who are called and chosen as a unity. This 
immediately involves a social element, and indeed 
a social element which is realised here on earth, 
for in the world those who are called are the 
Church of God and have as such common ties with 
one another. Sohm makes use of the basal saying, 
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“Where two or three are gathered together in my 
name, there am I in the midst of them.” Again and 
again he does this, and quite rightly too, in order to 
reject by its help the pretensions and the narrowness of 
the Catholic conception of the Church, but he fails to 
see, that this very saying likewise refutes in the most 
striking way the one-sidedness of his own conception 
of the Church; for this saying, by promising the 
presence of Christ to the society of even two or three 
believers (which presence, as Sohm rightly recognises, 
gives to the society its character of Church), is a 
summons to form such societies. Hence the bringing 
together in this world of those who call upon the name 
of Christ is not something secondary or unessential in 
relation to the conception of the Church, but the 
conception of the Church itself demands it, and 
is not realised until such an aggregate is formed. 
The Church, therefore, regarded as a spiritual and 
religious entity, is no mere idea of faith or something 
whose very existence depends upon faith, i.e. the faith 
of the individual. Moreover, it is by no means 
sufficiently described when it is called the invisible 
body of Christ, for it is obviously an essential part 
of its nature that it should form societies on earth. 
But the admission of this renders inevitable the train of 
thought which Sohm himself has thus formulated with 
classic brevity : “The public life of a visible society of 
men cannot dispense with some kind of form. There 
is need of some generally received order which, arising 
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in the past, yet controls the present, so that in the case 
of divergences within the society, the formal fact of 
agreement with the traditional order decides the issue” 
(p. 139). This indeed carries us a step beyond the answer 
to the first question, whether Sohm’s conception of the 
Church is correct. It has proved itself to be one-sidedly 
spiritual, I might almost say something which exists 
only for faith and as the result of faith. The definition 
of the Church (and indeed of the Church which exists 
for faith) must run: The Church is a purely religious 
entity, the people of God, the body of Christ; she has 
her citizenship in heaven, and her home where her 
Head is. In this Church, however, the redeeming Will 
of God on earth is fulfilled in humanity; she therefore 
becomes manifest on earth in the form of a society, i.e. 
a social life ; this form, however incomplete it is, is 
essential to her. The idea—I do not assert that Sohm 
cherishes it, but in this matter I know of only two 
conceptions as possible—that the social element belongs 
to heaven, that here on earth, on the other hand, the 
only question is the calling of individuals in complete in- 
dependence of one another, and that the social element, 
which is a powerful bond of union between Christians 
here on earth and is easily discernible in its concrete 
manifestations, has nothing to do with the specific 
nature of the Church, and indeed is in conflict with 
it—this idea abolishes at once both the conception of 
the Church and its vocation on earth. The social and 
corporate element cannot be sundered from the sublimest 
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conception of the Church. Indeed, it is not enough to 
say to that, the social element is purely a “support and 
help”; rather it lies in the idea of the Church itself, 
whether we think now of heaven or of earth. The social 
body is not the Church which exists for faith, but it is 
the form of its earthly realisation, so far as it can be 
realised upon earth. 

What, now, is the situation with regard to ecclesias- 
tical law? If we leave on one side the “ divine ecclesias- 
tical law ”—which, on the one hand, both by its including 
what is merely relative in the absolute revelation, and, 
on the other, by its believing that it can preserve the © 
spiritual by external force, tends to destroy the real 
nature of the Church as a society held together solely 
by unseen bonds of faith—then we have here to do only 
with that ecclesiastical law which puts forward simply 
the same claims as secular law generally. Law, although 
it exercises compulsion within the sphere of its juris- 
diction, nevertheless declares itself to be relative, as 
compared with the idea of “right law” (see above, 
p. 207 f.), and therefore it is not found that the nature 
and conception of law are in any way endangered by 
the changes which it undergoes. Hence ecclesiastical 
law also refrains from asserting, even of the claims 
which it enforces, that they are absolutely right. This 
means that ecclesiastical law cannot include religious 
regulations in the proper sense because these are thereby 
deprived of their value, and indeed are called in question. - 
An ecclesiastical law which maintains, for example, that 
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it has the power and right to set up rules by which any- 
one is to be excluded from the Church of Jesus Christ, 
obviously maintains a frivolous absurdity and destroys, 
wherever it prevails, the nature of the Church. Ecclesi- 
astical law can thus relate only to those objects and 
departments which do not concern the inner nature of 
the Church and which are capable of change. This 
does not mean that ecclesiastical law, when it comes to 
the task of coping with the greatest problems, is a 
negligible quantity. Rather, it is to be expected that 
matters will stand with it very much as with law in 
general: a good positive code of law will promote 
“right law,” and a bad code cannot completely destroy 
it, however injurious it be. This is just what Protestant 
ecclesiastical law maintains about itself. 

Is this ecclesiastical law incompatible with the nature 
of the Church, as determined above? This was the last 
question. We have seen that the Church, even if its 
nature is defined according to the strictest religious 
standard, involves a social and corporate element. But 
this social element in its concrete embodiment must 
necessarily remain something relative, for there can be 
no form for it which is absolutely satisfactory and good, 
because everything earthly is constantly changing and 
nothing is good but a good will. Hence the antinomy 
arises here, if we choose to call it such. For, after all, 
it is the antinomy which runs through all human history, 
whenever and wherever absolute values are recog- 
nised and absolute standards erected. This antinomy 
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between ecclesiastical law and the ideal nature of the 
Church consists in an absolute entity demanding some- 
thing that can only be accomplished by the help and 
within the limits of regulations which are merely relative. 
For the enacting of these the Church has not the 
particular authority that is found in her ideal conception 
of herself, which cannot therefore set the standard in 
this matter. But this weighty conclusion leads to the 
consequence that the Church, far from repudiating 
ecclesiastical law as something in conflict with itself 
(Sohm declares that “the rise of ecclesiastical law and 
the constitution of the Church is an apostasy from the 
conditions intended by Jesus Himself and at first realised 
in the primitive Christian communities”), rather 
demands it, for law is also one of the forms which the 
social and corporate element requires for its fruition, 
and law becomes ecclesiastical law when it relates to 
the Church. It is not only the “‘support and help” 
of the Church, for in this case it always seems to be 
something which might be dispensed with, but it 
is in certain circumstances a necessary means for the 
realisation and accomplishment on earth of what the 
Church essentially is, viz. a union of men with one 
another—in short, what is meant by the term a society. 
This does not at all mean that ecclesiastical law should 
effect immutable regulations; in fact, it is not even 
asserted that ecclesiastical law must be present always 
and everywhere. In case of small circles it is quite 
permissible to conceive of homely social unions as 
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“ Churches,” and there have actually been such Churches 
which needed no express legal regulation. Nevertheless 
in the bosom of the family also there lie latent legal 
rights, even if they do not emerge as such ; and finally it 
may be said that law still exists in a certain sense, even 
if the form in which authority is enforced does not 
take the shape of laws. In any case, Sohm himself 
recognises that the public life of a visible society of men 
cannot dispense with some sort of form, and that the 
generally received order which it needs must as a funda- 
mental principle be enforced without the private consent 
of the party affected. But this is “law.” If it is now 
proved that the religious conception of the Church 
demands a special kind of public life of a visible human 
society, this means that it likewise demands law. With 
this there arises, to be sure, a complicated situation in 
the Churches: their members feel themselves on the one 
hand led by the Spirit of God, they enforce the absolute 
authority of God with regard to everything that belongs 
to faith, hope, love, and demand from themselves and 
from one another unconditional obedience to these 
indications of the Spirit. But at the same time they 
demand obedience to the ordinances established for 
regulating their social life, and even exclude from their 
midst those who are recalcitrant; but they are far 
from claiming the authority of God for their administra- 
tion of these laws. In connection with their confession 
of faith, it is true, conflicts may and necessarily must 
arise, and no one can here draw a hard and fast line of 
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demarcation. Where one party will say that it is a 
question of the Faith itself, others will find that it is a 
question of a merely temporary form of the Faith ; where 
one party feels itself bound by religious scruples, others 
consider that it is a question of ecclesiastical law, which 
has not yet been decided by the Faith. No spiritual or 
secular power can get rid of these conflicts, and they would 
still occur even if Sohm’s theory were to be established, 
and even if it became the general conviction that the rise 
of ecclesiastical law and the constitution of the Church 
was an apostasy from the conditions intended by Jesus 
Himself, for such conflicts are a necessary consequence of 
the fact that Christianity means the rule of God among 
short-sighted, defectively educated, and sinful men. 
The “ prevailing view” in Protestantism with regard 
to ecclesiastical law is thus in principle against Sohm on 
the question of law. If it were only a question of the 
constitution of the Church, it would have been a still 
shorter matter to furnish the necessary proof, for even 
Sohm admits that the charisma creates an organisation. 
But it cannot be admitted that the character of an 
organisation, however specifically charismatic it may be, 
can persist purely on the basis of the charisma even for 
only a short period, much less throughout its whole 
temporal progress. That could not be the case unless 
there were merely prophecies but no prophets, merely 
the words of the teachers but no_ teachers, merely 
guidance but no guides, or rather, unless everything 
went on simply intermittently. But this was never 
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the case and never can be the case; rather, authorities 
here arise of which the competence is theoretically 
confined to what is spiritual and is always to be 
controlled by the Spirit, but which in actual fact are 
not intermittent but permanent, and extend to depart- 
ments which are not purely spiritual but secular. 
The social character of the Church requires that a 
continuous control should be exercised in earthly 
things, and this is still more plainly demanded when 
men give up the abstract view and remember that the 
distinction between old and young, educated and un- 
educated, is one that is ever present and must be 
accepted. Hence teachers and educators are required. 
As these are recruited from among the charismatics, 
their activity cannot possibly be confined to the cases 
and means which belong to the specific sphere of faith, 
but, conformably to the needs of the given situation, 
extends beyond these. Hence the charismatic teachers 
receive the duties and rights of persons set in authority, 
and accordingly have recourse to means of education, 
legislation, and punishment. These legal rights are 
either included in their spiritual rights, and then indeed 
at this point the “divine ecclesiastical law” (see above) 
arises, or else they co-exist with them, and then there 
arises, primarily in the constitutional domain, a secular 
ecclesiastical law, namely, the legal right of the officials 
of the Church to deal with both secular and ecclesiastical 
causes. In either case the final result is the formation 
of a legal system. 
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3. Criticism or Soum’s Turory (continued) 


The Church and its Original Organisation 


After this unavoidable theoretical discussion let us 
return to history, and examine whether Sohm’s view is 
in accordance with the real circumstances and the course 
of development. 

The historical data, as viewed by Sohm, may be thus 
summarised : (1) Jesus Christ and the primitive Church 
know the Church, i.e. the general body of Christians, 
only as a religious conception, as the people of God, 
as the body of Christ, as a purely invisible body held 
together by the Spirit and by faith; any corporate 
element and every thought of a legal tie is excluded. 
This body is organised entirely on the basis of the 
charismata, which are required to prove their title 
before they are utilised in loving service for the general 
body of Christians; the Christian belongs to this 
Church, which has its citizenship in heaven, and by 
this fact he is, as a Christian, removed from the world, 
and feels that he stands outside the State and its legal 
system. (2) For the early Christians, “Christian local 
communities” organised as societies for worship, or in 
general as local corporations, do not exist, but rather, - 
everywhere that Christians are gathered together, 
whether in a city or in a house or elsewhere, it is just 
the heavenly Church that is being manifested on earth. 
But if there was no local community, it naturally follows 
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that there was no local organisation and no local office. 
Everything that is now considered to be such is nothing 
but the manifestation of the one Church with its 
charismata in empirical entities. (3) But here, and 
indeed from the very beginning and with remarkable 
persistence, a peculiar error prevailed among the early 
Christians, a naive confusion, which is due to the 
unreflective and undeveloped character of the earliest 
Christianity—undeveloped, that is to say, in the region 
of ideas: from the beginning the visible society of 
Christians, as it appeared in the different countries, 
localities, and houses, was regarded as equivalent to the 
invisible Church (the company of the saints, the Chosen 
Ones, the true children of God), and was considered to 
be the people of God, just as the Jews had so considered 
themselves. ‘The very transference of the name ecclesia 
to the visible body proves this, and Paul and the rest 
of the earliest authors describe and treat the Christian 
communities at Corinth, Rome, etc., as the “body and 
members of Christ,” and assume that God (Christ) is 
present in the actual, visible assembly, and that what this 
assembly says and decides is the word and decision of 
God Himself. No thought of anything “legal” could 
occur in this connection; it was assumed that the 
Church, in its manifestation upon earth, still retained 
its heavenly nature, and men estimated and decided 
everything in the visible Church in accordance with this 
conception of its nature. (4) But yet this was the 
starting-point for the perverted development towards 


q 
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Catholicism, which set in after some five decades. It 
is true that afterwards, no less than before, men felt 
that they stood outside the State and its legal system ; 
but since in judging the Church they regarded its 
manifestation upon earth as an embodiment of its real 
nature, the eucharistic assembly came to be considered 
the most important form of the visible Church; this 
eucharistic: assembly, however, is inconceivable without 
a fixed order. Such an order required leaders, and the 
position of the leaders must be securely established— 
hence arose the idea that in virtue of a divine right the 
leaders were irremovable. This claim, which comes 
into prominence for the first time in the First Epistle 
of Clement, marks the birth both of Catholicism and 
of ecclesiastical law, for now a certain number of the 
persons marked out by God by means of the charisma 
received definite appointment as officials, and so had a 
legal claim on the obedience of the assembly—that is, 
of the whole community. This step marks the rise of 
ecclesiastical law (which afterwards experienced a great 
deal of logical development), and indeed it arose as 
divine, #.e. Catholic, ecclesiastical law, for it is in virtue 
of a divine dispensation, so it was taught, that the 
officials are officials and as such necessary _to the 
community. 

This account of the historical facts is at first sight 
extremely simple and complete; but in reality it 
is obscure on one main point and indeed in conflict 
with itself, and besides this it cannot be brought 
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into harmony with the sources except by doing violence 
to them. 

The inner contradiction lies in the third point. If 
we assume that everything is correct that is brought 
forward on the first and second heads, then it is incon- 
ceivable how Sohm can have failed to recognise that it 
is greatly modified by what is brought forward under 
the third head. If Paul, if the primitive Church before 
him, maintained that the Church on earth was of the 
same nature as the invisible Church, and accordingly 
looked upon the Church of Jerusalem, Rome, etc., as 
the true Church of Christ, and if after all, according to 
Sohm himself, the visible Church as an entity belonging 
to this world is necessarily corporate and as such cannot 
be without “laws”—how is it possible to deny that 
ecclesiastical law was always there, and indeed there in 
the form of divine ecclesiastical law? If we admit the 
validity of his premises, Sohm is right in asserting that 
for the early Christians there can have been no ecclesi- 
astical law exercised by the communities, no “earthly” 
ecclesiastical law, no local officials. But since the 
visible Church must always, as visible, have possessed 
an organisation—for even according to Sohm, without 

an organisation there can be no society—this was not 
abolished as a real local organisation by the fact that 
the early Christians gave it another interpretation by 
maintaining a community of nature between the visible 
and the invisible Church, but rather it was there and 
was regarded as part of the divine system. What 
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Sohm thus regards as an excusable presupposition of the 
“perverted development”! is already this perverted 
development itself: the divine ecclesiastical law was 
already there. The step which the First Epistle of 
Clement takes (or which first comes to our notice in 


1 How Sohm really regards the fundamental fact, which he has 
established and which is so pregnant with consequences, that from 
the beginning the primitive Church applied the religious con- 
ception of the Church also to the outwardly visible body of 
Christians, still remains somewhat obscure. He speaks twice 
(pp. 43, 58 of his Essay) of the application as a “natural conse- 
quence,” as if it was bound to be so; he sees the ground of this 
(p. 24) “purely ” in the unreflective and undeveloped nature of 
the earliest Christianity—undeveloped, that is to say, in the 
region of ideas. Is this really sufficient, and if it is sufficient, 
why should not Clement of Rome also and the following period 
be credited with this benefit of youth (beneficowm duventutis) ? 
Even at that time the conditions were still undeveloped. But 
really, as regards religion, the earliest period of Christianity was 
not undeveloped, though of course the views which it held about 
“free spiritual religion” and the “religious conception of the 
Church” were essentially different from those of Sohm and 
Protestantism. This is the real reason why primitive Christianity 
“as a natural consequence” applied the religious conception of 
the Church also to the outwardly visible Church (on this see 
below). Its views were different, because it was not of hybrid 
birth (generatio equivoca), but arose out of Judaism. On p. 23 
Sohm himself seems to get a glimpse of this, for he writes, “ The 
people of Israel, the people of God (qahal, ecclesia), really was in 
the old covenant an entity visible to everyone! The Christians 
considered themselves to be the new, the true, people of Israel. 
Hence it was inevitable that men should think of the new people 
of God involuntarily as of an outwardly visible society.” Would 
that Sohm had gone deeper into this thought, which he here hits 
off so happily. His theory would have been completely trans- 
formed. But after touching upon it he simply lets it drop and 
ascribes to it absolutely no consequences. 
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this Epistle) is undeniably a further stage in the 
development, but qualitatively it contributes nothing 
essentially new. It creates, in fact, not a secular but 
a divine ecclesiastical law, since it maintains that the 
irremovability of the officials is the divine will and 
belongs to the divine revelation. There is really no 
distinction of principle between this and the idea that 
the decision of the Jerusalem synod (Acts xv.) is a 
divine revelation. But if Sohm objects that this 
decision was regarded as a revelation just because the 
Church of Jerusalem was thought of as the Church in 
the religious sense, and because the Church in the 
religious sense always speaks under the influence of the 
Spirit of God, what prevents us from assuming that 
the officials are to be regarded as irremovable just 
because God showed by His choice that He meant them 
to be His permanent organs, and that they have proved 
by their character and behaviour that they were really 
chosen by Him? In all probability it was just in this 
way that Clement regarded the matter. In both cases 
we thus have a divine ecclesiastical law! But if Sohm 
further maintains that the decision taken at Jerusalem 
and similar regulations of the apostolic age always 
addressed themselves to the voluntary consent of the 
Christians, and hence in the last resort always needed 
the approval of the brethren, we may reply that the 
same is true of the officials, whose installation presup- 
poses the voluntary approval of the assembly of the 


community. For the rest the charisma, as a early 
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Church understood it, was not nearly so feeble and 
mildly anarchical as Sohm represents it. The charis- 
matic (see above, p. 209, Note) is called upon in certain 
circumstances to exact submission from the others and 
to judge them. It is thus that Jesus appointed His 
twelve disciples to be judges; thus, too, judgment is 
given unto the saints ; and thus the apostle can require 
obedience from the brethren, can punish and judge. 
Finally, the lifelong appointment of the officials, which 
was perhaps not the rule at an earlier period—as a 
matter of fact, we have no certain information on the 
point—cannot afford any foundation for a specific dis- 
tinction, and this all the less as the apostles, prophets 
and teachers! also were such “ for life,” that is, in so far 
as through their own conduct they did not ipso facto 
lose their position. But the same is also true of the 
officials, for no one yet dreamt of a character indelebilis 
acquired by appointment as bishop, etc. The divine 
ecclesiastical law is therefore as old as the Church itself. 


1 We must here call attention to a remarkable fact. According 
to Matt. xxiii. 8, Jesus forbade His disciples (and the prohibition 
was a general one) to allow themselves to be called “teachers.” 
According to the apostolic testimony it is one of the best 
established facts that from the beginning the primitive Church 
not only possessed “teachers” but called them “teachers” and 
required obedience to be rendered to them. Can we fail to 
recognise that what occurs here is not merely a divergence with 
regard to names, but that the absolute equality of the brethren, 
which Jesus desired to see in their intercourse with one another, 
is superseded by an organisation, in which the charisma has 
become confined to certain channels, so that it confers a kind of 
legal position on its possessor ? 
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Who would venture to deny that the legalising and 
formalising of the religious life went on very rapidly 
from the earliest period? Further, no one disputes 
that the “Spirit,” which belongs to the essential nature 
of the ecclesia as a whole, was in the progress of things 
first “ secured” through the fixed “ military” forms of 
the individual ecclesia. But since Sohm himself recog- 
nises the fateful inconsistency which the primitive period 
exhibited in failing to distinguish between Christianity 
(the Church) in the religious sense and the visible body 
of Christians, he ought necessarily to have gone a step 
further and have recognised that with this fact the 
“divine” ecclesiastical law was assumed, though that 
period may have concealed this result from itself. But 
a priori it is already probable that the primitive period, 
if it regarded the Church in the religious sense as 
equivalent to the general body of Christians, also failed 
to make any clear distinction between what was charis- 
matic and spiritual on the one hand and what came 
within the sphere of experience and legislation on the 
other. Sohm, however, rejects this consequence; the only 
conclusion he draws is that the Church (i.e. the visible 
Church) was on all points and in every respect spiritually 
conceived and organised by the earliest Christians, so 
that for them the free spiritual organisation was the 
only possible organisation of the visible body of 
Christians. But in that case how could they avoid—if 
they wished to avoid it at all—infusing a spiritual 
element into the organisation of the individual com- 
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munity, an organisation which was inevitable and 
which, indeed, was present in some form or other from 
the beginning, i.e. how could they avoid creating a 
divine ecclesiastical law? If they desired, as Sohm 
assumes, to make the law of the religious life into the 
law of their public life, and if as far as possible they 
carried out this desire, then this very fact assumed that 
their life as a community upon earth was in reality the 
life of a theocracy, that is to say, it postulated the 
existence of a divine ecclesiastical law. The resolve to 
determine the forms of the local church life by the 
fundamental laws of the universal Church, and thus to 
carry out in its entirety the divine order of the universal 
Church in the organisation and life of the actual 
individual Church, really means nothing else than giving 
a spiritual sanction to practically necessary ordinances,! 
and therefore signifies the establishment of the divine 
ecclesiastical law. 

But how stands it with the first two of Sohm’s pro- 
positions (p. 220 f.), z.e. with the kernel of his whole view, 
which forms the premises of his third and fourth pro- 
positions, on which we have just cast some light? The 
first two propositions can be summed up in a single 


1 On p. 57 of his essay Sohm disputes my statement that the 
spiritual factor and the universal ecclesia were eliminated by the 
ecclesiastical law, but here it is only a question of a misunder- 
standing. I do not dispute the prevalence of the illusion that 
the spiritual character and the identity of the community with 
the universal ecclesta were fully secured by the law, but I maintain 
that im actual fact they were gradually eliminated by the law. 
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sentence: the earliest body of Christians knew only the 
religious conception of the Church. I subscribe to this 
statement, for as a matter of fact it can be proved with 
certainty from the sources, and in his exposition of it 
Sohm has done an important service, but the difference 
between us is rooted in the significance which the earliest 
body of Christians attached to the word “religious” 
(see above, p. 224, Note). Sohm understands it one- 
sidedly as denoting the gifts of the Spirit, faith, the 
powers of redemption, the renewal of the inner life, 
adoption, freedom, etc., but he completely overlooks 
the fact that the earliest Christians also understood it 
as the rule of God—in short, as a theocracy. 

The abstract character of Sohm’s treatment of the 
question and the way in which he has been involuntarily 
influenced by the Lutheran conception of the Church 
here come plainly into view. In opposition to this the 
following are the points to be established :— 

1. The Church, as the people of God, is from the 
beginning not a purely spiritual structure—that is, in our 
sense of the word spiritual,—but is also the true Israel, 
z.¢. the actual people of Abraham. This is, as understood 
by the early Christians, no mere comparison but a real 
fact. Hence it is that the essential characteristics of 
the people of Israel have for the Church a real and 
lasting significance. To be sure, some are abolished, 
such as the physical kinship to Abraham (yet there 
were in the primitive period, as is well known, many 
Christians who by no means regarded them as abolished ; 
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hence they held fast as Jews to their laws, i.e. the 
Jewish ecclesiastical law), while others are in abeyance 
for the present and will not reappear until the return 
of Christ and the establishment of His kingdom upon 
earth, but others continue in force even now. ‘There was 
no unanimity as to which continue in force, which are 
wholly abolished, and which are in abeyance until the 
appearance of Christ. Different answers were given 
especially to the question how the period in which men 
then found themselves was related on the one hand to 
the past and (on the other hand) to the final period 
which is just about to begin or has already begun. To 
realise this, it is only necessary to compare and contrast 
the teaching of Paul and John! It is therefore quite 
wrong to foist Paul’s conception of the Church, much 
less Luther’s, upon primitive Christianity, when it knew 
only the religious conception of the Church. In the 
Church, theocracy (in the Jewish sense) was present 
partly in abeyance and partly as something to be 
realised in the future. But the theocracy always in- 
cludes the thought of law and the rule of God, and 
hence divine ecclesiastical law was always present. In 
the “'Twelve” with their authority there already exists 
something of a Messianic ecclesiastical law, which does 
not lose its legal character by the fact that it rests on 
a charisma, for the opposition which Sohm sets up 
throughout between charisma and law is untenable both 
in itself and according to the evidence of the sources. 
When Peter executes judgment upon Ananias and 
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Sapphira, he acts on the basis of a charisma, but this 
very charisma is at the same time a legal power, and 
how many legal rights (such as obedience) does Paul 
claim as an apostle from his communities! Besides, are 
there no legal powers and rights belonging to the 
apostles, teachers, and leaders of the community? 
Moreover, did not Paul appeal even in 1 Cor. ix. to an 
Old Testament legal dictum and to the Old Testament 
priests on behalf of the right of the teachers to support 
themselves by the Gospel? It is certainly allowable to 
regard the original organisation of the universal Church 
as charismatic, and we can at the same time speak of a 
religious democracy (even anarchy) of the primitive 
Church (for the spheres of the different authorities were 
not rigidly marked off); but in the foregoing sketch of 
the oldest constitution and its earliest development, we 
have shown the variety of the authorities, the amount 
of persuasion and conference that went on, and hence 
the number of legal rights, or, if the expression be pre- 
_ ferred, legal tendencies. For naturally there was no 
precise and legal settlement of vexed questions, and, 
considering the circumstances, such a settlement was 
impossible. Lastly, we must not overlook the fact that 
—to say nothing of Jesus Himself—the apostles and 
apostolic men do not always view individuals and 
aggregates abstractly, simply as “Christians,” but 
regard them also as men, women, children, slaves, old, 
young, advanced, backward, sluggish, etc., and that in 
this respect they are acting in accordance with both 
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the laws of nature and the maxims of ethics, albeit in 
a sanctified and strengthened form. A natural system 
of rights and duties, which includes the rights of the 
magistracy and the duty of obeying them, is left in 
force or brought into force, and is represented as a 
divine legal system which confers different rights upon 
individuals, in spite of all religious equality, just as the 
charismata do, and often in conjunction with them. 
The “ purely religious” conception of the Church there- 
fore excluded at that time neither the divine ecclesi- 
astical law as the sovereign means of theocracy nor the 
sanctification of moral rights and duties belonging to 
the present world, which thus become Christian rights 
and duties. At the beginning there was no “ profane” 
ecclesiastical law and no “ profane” Church order at all, 
at least in a conscious form, but there existed beside 
the divine ordinances, permissible and therefore different 
forms of organisation. 

2. From the “purely religious” conception of the 
Church, which originally prevailed to the exclusion of 
every other, Sohm infers that the primitive period did 
not by any means admit of or grasp the conception of 
the community, and he strengthens his assertion by 
pointing out that, even at the period when an ecclesi- 
astical law had long been in existence, the organisation 
of the community was still conceived and treated as the 
organisation of the visible form of the universal Church. 
What he has here brought forward is for the most part 
just, but what he has excluded is wrongly excluded. It 
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is certainly to the point to note that the organisation 
really advances from the whole to the part, and that 
this view was taken seriously in a marvellous way both 
theoretically and practically, just as at the present day 
the constitution of the Roman Catholic Church is the 
constitution of the one Church, which assumes visible 
form in the organisations of the Churches of different 
countries, provinces, cities, and villages. But Sohm has 
not succeeded in showing that the early Christians con- 
ceived and carried into effect the thought of the unity 
of the Church in such a theoretical and rigid way as he 
himself does, and that alongside the development from 
whole to part, an ascent from part to whole may not 
have also taken place and been recognised. Certainly 
the individual community was pictured as the represen- 
tation and projection of the universal Church, but it 
is not correct to say that for a long time it had no 
significance of its own, and that originally there were no 
local offices. It is difficult, I admit, to prove that Sohm 
is wrong, because he can obstinately raise objections by 
maintaining that what was local was thought of merely 
as the visible form of the universal entity, but still the 
proof is not hopeless. 

Undoubtedly Church history after about the middle 
of the second century shows a conglomeration of strictly 
self-contained sovereign individual communities, which 
now begin to surrender a part of their sovereignty in 
favour of a federation which was at first provincial in 
its scope. This is the beginning of a development 
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which reaches its relative conclusion in the patriarchal 
and imperial constitution of the Church in the fourth 
century. The independence of the individual com- 
munity was at its greatest about 150 a.p., although 
every community may have considered itself as an 
embodiment of the one Church.!_ Nor can it be disputed 
that at that time the officials of the community were 
purely officials of this particular community: there was 
no abstract bishop, presbyter, deacon, independent of a 
community, but only a Roman, Corinthian bishop, etc. 
(whereas, on the other hand, there was no Roman 
prophet or teacher, but only one belonging to the 
whole Church).2 When did this state of things 
begin ? 

In the first place, it is to be observed that from the 
beginning and on all sides ecclesie are mentioned quite 
naturally in the plural.? This is difficult to understand 


1 This view and complete independence do not exclude, but 
rather postulate one another. 

2 See Hatch, The Organisation of the Early Christian Churches. 
The prophet, and especially the apostle and teacher, can naturally, 
in spite of his position in the ecumenical Church, have special 
relations to one or more definite communities which also confer 
upon him special rights ; but the bishop (presbyter, deacon) has, 
strictly speaking, no standing in any other community but the 
one to which he belongs. This can be recognised everywhere 
until the view of the bishop’s office as an apostolic office (per 
successtonem) establishes itself. 

3 Twice in the Acts, twenty (twenty-one) times in Paul, thirteen 
times in the Apocalypse. In 2 Cor. viii. 19 we have the very 


striking phrase “appointed by the churches” (xetporovndels 57d Trav 
€xkAnoi@v). 
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if the idea of the one Church had suppressed so entirely 
every other mode of thought. Secondly, one would 
have expected—if Sohm’s view were right that in the 
apostolic age there was no “legally” unified individual 
community—that zealous attempts would have been 
made to withdraw the Christians from all local ties and 
to bring them together in one place, or that at the least 
an organisation would have been sought, in order to 
unite into one body those who were locally separated. 
The attempt would have been just as possible at the 
beginning as it was later on, when it met with only 
temporary success, but we hear scarcely anything about 
it; or rather separate local communities arise everywhere 
quite naturally, just like synagogues. This comparison, 
moreover, is a good deal more than a comparison. Just 
as in Judaism there was only one people of God but 
many synagogues with completely independent govern- 
ment (which were thus treated as legal units), so also 
in the earliest period of Christianity. Naturally the 
synagogue is not a “religious” entity, but still it is a 
fact and an entity as viewed by itself; it is a “legal 
unit.” Ido not see why this should have been different 
in Christianity in spite of the thought of the universal 
Church, always in the background, or why we should 
judge an analogous phenomenon differently. It is first 
of all a question of the facts and then of the view taken 
of them. The fact is there, viz. the large number of 
independent Christian communities complete in them- 
selves owing to their unified organisation. As regards 
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the view that was taken, it is not obvious why there 
might not be two views existing alongside one another: 
one view that the one people of God is manifested in 
every local community, and the other view that the 
individual communities together form the people of 
God. The “views” were by no means so stiff and rigid 
in reality as they appear in the pages of the historical 
philosopher. Finally, there is not the slightest ground 
for denying the application to the earliest period of 
what we know with the utmost certainty from the time 
of the Ignatian Epistles onwards, namely, that bishops, 
deacons, and presbyters were purely officials of the 
individual community. If Sohm objects that election 
by the community is not decisive, since the prophet and 
teacher also, and indeed even the apostle (Acts xiii.), 
needed to be elected or to be approved by the community, 
we may reply that here and there the facts of the case 
are different. Let Sohm first prove that in the apostolic 
and post-apostolic period it was just as possible to write, 
‘‘appoint unto yourselves apostles, prophets, and 
teachers worthy of the Lord” (yeporovijcate éavrois 
arogToAous, mpopyras Kat didackadrovs a€lovs Tod 
kupiou), as to write in the form which actually occurs in 
the Didaché, “appoint unto yourselves bishops and 
deacons worthy of the Lord” (yetpotomjcate éavTois 
émiskoTrous Kat dvaxdvous a€iovs Tod Kupiov). Anyone 
who reads the New Testament without prejudice will 
hardly be able to come to the conclusion that the 
primitive period did not know “the local community 
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as a legal unit.”! The only thing which will astonish 
him is the “household communities” within the local 
communities. About their relation to the latter we 
know nothing ; but that they did away with the exist- 
ence and the conception of the local community is 
impossible, as the Pauline Epistles show. They existed 
alongside and within the local communities. It is 
probable that they very soon ceased to exist, because 


1 I must refrain from discussing the particular passages which 
are quoted by the commentators and historians in order to prove 
that the individual community was an independent corporation, 
and which Sohm (on p. 31 f. of his essay and elsewhere) explains 
differently. I grant Sohm that it is possible to understand several 
of them in the way he proposes ; because strictly legal regulations 
and obligations, as well as any express intimations that here the 
individual community is acting in virtue of its own legal right, 
are sought for in vain, and the earliest Christians did not give 
any reflective expression to their “views.” Everywhere at that 
period the Spirit, law, and individual freedom of action were still 
intermingled. But it is allowable to maintain that the customary 
explanation is the more simple and natural. It is also somewhat 
strange to assume that the local community actually abolished its 
own existence by a “view.” Since, moreover, a single passage 
must be regarded as sufficient to refute Sohm, let us refer to the 
following. On page 37 of his essay Sohm seeks to show that in 
Matt. xviii. 15 ff, a local community cannot be meant, and that 
in this passage there is no mention at all of a right of punishment. 
But the gradual progression “thou and he alone,” “thou with two 
or three witnesses and he,” “the church and he,” makes it in my 
opinion extremely probable that a local community is in question, 
or in any case an actual visible corporate entity, to which one can 
speak and which gives admonition. The injunction, moreover, to 
regard the brother who is disobedient to the Church as a heathen 
and a publican amounts to excommunication, for the subjective 
turn of the injunction (srw oo) is to be explained by the 
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later on we hear hardly anything more about them. It 
may be concluded from their early formation and speedy 
dissolution (the final stage occurs as early as the Ignatian 
Epistles) that originally the conception of the local 
community was “legally” not so exclusive as a few 
decades later. But it is a fact, which no authoritative 
pronouncement can alter, that the Church was built up 
from the beginning in two ways, both from the whole 
to the part (a process which began with the ideal), and 


structure of the whole passage, and, after all, can only possess a 
meaning if the other brethren warn the disobedient one that he 
will be also excluded from their fellowship. Hence the ecclesia 
as a local community or as a curporation exercises the power of 
punishment, and therefore ecclesiastical law is present. 

Further, when it is said in 1 Tim. iv. 14 that Timothy received 
his charisma as leader by means of the laying on of hands on the 
part of the presbytery, and when I have concluded from this that 
the local community carried out the rite through its college of 
presbyters (see 2 Cor. villi. 19, “appointed by the churches,” 
xetporovnbels bd ray éexxAnoray), Sohm retorts (p. 45), “this opinion 
is naturally to be rejected” ; “the laying on of hands can never 
be the act of a corporation but only the act of one who is filled 
with the Spirit ; the expression ‘laying on of the hands of the 
presbytery’ shows that there is no mention of any act on the part 
of a corporation, a college, but merely of a spiritual act of the 
individual presbyters.” As far as I know no one has yet ventured 
upon this explanation! How can the plural “the hands” prove 
this, and how can we so easily get over the fact that in the text 
mention is made, not of presbyters but of apresbytery (rpeoButépioy), 
and therefore of something corporate? And does not the collection 
of Ignatian Epistles show us the presbyters (as distinguished from 
the deacons) as a college, and indeed as a local college, and does 
not such a local college point with certainty to the fact that the 
local completeness of the ecclesia which it served was recognised 
without reservation ? 
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from the part to the whole (an actual process of 
building up), which has first to be realised upon earth. 
Years ago I showed in connection with the third Epistle 
of John that we still possess a document which brings 
clearly before our eyes the conflict between the two 
directions in which the process of building up proceeded.! 
It may also be asked whether in the troubles at Corinth, 
of which the Pauline Epistles give evidence, besides the 
cleavage among an important group of members of the 
community (according as they preferred Paul or Peter 
or Apollos), there was not also a tendency at work to 
vindicate the independence of the local community in 
the face of the apostle Paul as the representative of 
the universal Church.? 

Finally, Sohm attaches great weight to the fact that 
the office-bearers, whom the prevailing opinion regards 

1 (John) the Presbyter (evangelist? apostle?) lays claim to 
supreme power over the bishops of the local community ; but one 
of these bishops does not recognise this power and simply shows 
the emissaries of the “ presbyter” the door. 

2 The relatively independent grouping of the local communities 
—let it be incidentally remarked—created a situation calculated to 
call forth here and there developments and conditions which show 
some affinity with the peculiarities of the heathen societies for 
worship. It is, however, difficult to decide how far any direct 
influence has here been at work. It seems to me that the majority 
of such cases are accounted for as spontaneous offshoots of the 
spiritual democracy of Christianity ; still it will be difficult to 
deny that some of the vagaries in Corinth are to be referred to 
the intrusion of heathen practices and malpractices. Compare 
especially the careful investigations of Heinrici, who, however 


(like many Frenchmen) attributes, in my opinion, too great 
importance to these phenomena. 
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as Officials of the local community in some passages 
(Rom. xii. 6 ff.; Ephesians, Hermas) are specified in the 
same series as the apostles, prophets, and teachers. He 
concludes from this that they were charismatics, just 
like the latter, and that this also serves to strengthen 
his theory: “The local community would not be an 
embodiment of the Church of Christ if it had any- 
thing in its constitution which was not simply the 
constitution of the universal Church” (see above, 
pp. 185 ff.). To this the following reply is to be 
made :— 

1. The presbyters (or the college of presbyters) 
certainly correspond to no element in the organisation 
of the universal Church. It is true that Ignatius drew 
a parallel between them and the twelve apostles, and - 
Sohm, following him, maintains (p. 141) that the 
presbyterate everywhere arose from copying the first 
Lord’s Supper (the Twelve sitting at table with Jesus), 
but no proof of this can be furnished. Ignatius with 
his symbolism stands alone ; the derivation is artificial, 
and not only has against it what we know of the 
original significance of the presbyters, but also wilfully 
overlooks the similar institution in the synagogue. The 
name “ presbyter,” too, would hardly have been adopted 
if the presbyters were meant to represent the twelve 
apostles. 

2. The ranking of the bishops (and also of the 
pastors and deacons) in the group of the apostles, 
prophets, and teachers is not decisive as regards the 
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complete analogy between the two: it is already satis- 
factorily explained by the consideration that all 
together are the “honourable men” (of reriunuévor) 
in the community. It has already been remarked 
above that the bishops, etc., were appointed by the local 
community, but not the apostles, etc. The question, 
however, whether they were also considered to be 
charismatics or not may here be left undiscussed, for 
there are charismata and charismata.!| In the age of 
enthusiasm ” all Christian ministration was regarded as 
based upon a charisma, including also the d:axovia of 
the bishop and the deacon, but their charisma was 
quite different from that of those who were called to 


1 With good reason Paul wrote in 1 Cor. xii. 28, “ And God 
hath set some in the church, first apostles, secondly prophets, 
thirdly teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, 
governments, divers kinds of tongues” (o8s péy @ero 6 beds ev TH 
éxkAnoia mpatov amoorddous, SebTepovy mpophras, Ttplrov didacKdAous, 
éreita Suvduers, exelra xapiouata laudrav, avTcAhupers, kvBepyjces, 
yevn yAwooGr), v.e. he has not put any ofs dé corresponding to the 
ots uev, and in this passage he has prudently refrained from 
speaking of bishops and deacons, for their d:axovia rests, it is 
true, on a charisma, but they are not borne by the Spirit like the 
apostles, prophets, and teachers. 

2 Sohm (p. 46 f. of his essay, and above, p. 197) wages war 
against this expression, and finds to his satisfaction that I too have 
now relegated it to the background. This I cannot admit: my 
present opinion about the enthusiasm of primitive Christianity is 
exactly the same as my former opinion. Sohm repudiates the 
expression because he makes it equivalent to abnormal excitement 
and exaggerated inspiration. Just for this reason I think that 
I am bound to retain it, but for me it also includes belief in the 
“ Spirit ” in the sense of Rom, viii. re 
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be preachers of the Word (of tov Ndéyov AadovvTes). 
The latter charisma has its sphere in the universal 
ecclesia and produces “spiritual” persons, while the 
former serves a definite circle and does not lay claim to 
the entire personal service of its possessor. Moreover, 
“election” and “ recognition ” are something essentially 
different in the one case and in the other. 

‘I must refrain from further discussion of Sohm’s 
theory that primitive Christianity did not know any 
local communities as corporations. It is particularly 
easy to fall into new errors, even if our object is merely 
refutation, when the very terms in which the question 
is put convey only half truths. As a necessary 
complement to my polemical arguments, I may refer 
my readers to the foregoing sketch of the history of 
the constitution of the Church during the first two 
centuries. 


4, Criticism or Soum’s 'THEory (concluded) 
The Nature and Origin of Catholicism 


Sohm has entitled his essay The Nature and Origin 
of Catholicism; he thus regards the verdict on 
Catholicism which he has achieved as the final result 
of his inquiry. Sohm indeed decides (see above, 
pp. 178 f.) that the essence of Catholicism consists in 
making the actual visible Church regarded as a legal 
entity equivalent to the Church of Christ (that is, 
equivalent to the Church in the religious sense), and 
in the resultant claim to regulate by the Catholic 
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ecclesiastical law (which is as a logical consequence 
considered to be divine) the life with God of the 
general body of Christians. “The intellectualistic 
character of Catholic Christianity is a further fact to 
be remembered,” continues Sohm; “ faith appears as 
belief in the truth of a definite doctrine which offers 
the Gospel inseparably bound up with a view of history 
and the world derived from the past.” 

This definition of Catholicism is not satisfactory. 
In the first place, we must ask which Catholicism is 
meant? In his exposition Sohm comes right down 
to modern Catholicism (absolute monarchy and infalli- 
bility of the Pope). But though it is certainly correct 
that a kind of constant development of the Church has 
gone on up to this final goal, it is just as certain that 
we cannot compare the period about 200 a.p. with the 
opening years of the twentieth century without making 
some qualifications. No doubt the same elements are 
present but the proportions have changed, and this 
change of quantity, as always in history, has produced 
changes which seem to be qualitative, and really are 
qualitative. For the Catholicism of the period about 
200 a.p. it is not true to say that the Church as a 
legal body was already identified in every respect with 
the Church in the spiritual sense (this does not apply 
even to Cyprian), however near men come to making 
the one fully equivalent to the other.’ On the other 


1 Even for the period of Tertullian and Cyprian it is not yet 
true that the individual Christian has to regulate his life with 
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hand, we have seen that a certain identification of the 
Church in the spiritual sense with the actual visible 
Church took place from the beginning ; in fact, Sohm 
is bound to admit this, however reluctantly, as we 
have likewise proved, for he maintains that from the 
beginning primitive Christianity applied the religious 
conception “as a natural consequence” also to the 
outwardly visible body of Christians. From this we 
are compelled to conclude that “the divine ecclesiastical 
law” was present from the beginning, though it did not 
yet possess the scope and the setting which it after- 
wards received. 

Even by 200 a.p. the equivalence between the actual 
visible Church as a legal body and the spiritual Church 
was by no means fully established; on the other hand, 
a certain identification of the two took place even in 
primitive Christianity, hence the essence of Catholicism 
cannot be straightway sought and found. But if we 
wish to distinguish here between Christianity and 
Catholicism—and we are quite justified in doing so—we 
must adhere to more objectively definite standards and, 
starting from some suitably chosen point in the course 
of development, we must call the condition of things 
that has been reached “Catholic.” This point seems 
God exclusively by the Catholic ecclesiastical law. And it is all 
the less true for that period, since even in present-day Catholicism 
this claim has not yet met with complete acceptance. Moreover, 
the idea of “regulating” is one that admits of a great many 


shades of meaning: the regulation may be direct or indirect ; 
it may prescribe forms or merely set limits. 


DEFINITION OF CATHOLICISM 245 


to me to occur where the apostles, prophets, and charis- 
matic lay teachers ceased and their place was taken by 
the norm of the apostolic doctrine, the norm of the 
apostolic canon of Scripture, and subjection to the 
authority of the apostolic episcopal office. These had, 
it is true, certain preparatory stages as early as the 
apostolic and post-apostolic age, as I have shown in my 
History of Dogma, so that the “Catholic” element 
which they contain was already present in embryo. 
But as yet they had been given no definite form; the 
preliminary stages looked very different ; and besides, 
they were very much restricted in their application by 
other forces. It is not until Tertullian’s time that they 
can really be proved to exist—in Rome and North 
Africa; hence it is not until we reach this period that 
it is appropriate to use the term “ Catholicism.” More- 
over, the established supremacy of these three norms 
denotes nothing less than the fixing of tradition as well 
as the fixing of the guarantee of tradition under the 
title “apostolic.” Instead of this title the name of 
Christ Himself might have been used—and indeed this 
is what we should really have expected a priori; but as 
Jesus did not carry on His missionary work outside 
Palestine, the Gentile Christians regarded the apostles 
as the final court of appeal as to what constituted 
Christian teaching and practice—a view to which they 
were also led by other considerations. And thus tradi- 
tion received the distinguishing mark of “apostolic.” 
The establishment of this apostolic tradition involved 


iy 
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the immediate ascription to it of the character of law, 

and indeed the highest divine law; for it could now be_ 
used to determine who belongs to the Church and who 

is to be excluded from it; and further, how the religious 

life in the Church is to be ordered. It was not until 

now that the Church in the spiritual sense was made 

to coincide with the legal body thus defined, although 

the complete identity of the two was not yet reached. 

Thus the basis for this first step is the establishment of 
the apostolic tradition with its fixed external standards. 

The more confident, because reflective, view of the 

actual visible Church as the spiritual and true Church 

is a natural consequence of thus setting up the tradition, 

for it must have seemed to be a logically sound pro- 

position that where what is apostolic remains in force, 

there is the truth and the true Church. 'The religious 

conception of the Church still remained the only one— 

in this respect no change at all came over Catholicism, 

but it was transferred te the actual visible Church (die 
empirische Kirche) with the certainty of a logical con- 

clusion or of a logically correct legal decision, because 

this Church possesses on all points the apostolic tradi- 

tion and allows it supreme control. The Catholic 

Church is the Church of apostolic tradition fixed as law. 

The deficiency as regards the truth and legitimacy of 
the Church which results from the fact that the law 

is frequently transgressed by believers, is continually 
made good by the power of punishment and pardon 
possessed by the Church. 
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In this way the definition which Sohm gives of 
Catholicism (the identity of the Church as a legal body 
with the spiritual Church) must be made deeper and 
more precise. But even so, the definition, in my opinion, 
is still very unsatisfactory, for at bottom it gives 
expression to something which is never more than 
universal and merely formal. Have not all the higher 
religions without exception experienced what is here 
asserted of Christianity in the form of Catholicism? 
Look at Judaism, Islam, Buddhism—everywhere tradi- 
tion has become fixed by law and set up as a divine 
legal system; and then as a logical consequence the 
Church as determined by law was always identified with 
the Church of the living and actual believers. We can 
here speak of a “law” which runs through the whole 
history of religion, for has not, ¢.g., even Protestantism 
experienced just the same? Whether we call this 
process of fixing “apostolic tradition,” or whether we 
call it “creed,” makes very little difference to the fact ; 
and even if we grant that legalism in Protestantism has 
never become so strict as in Catholicism, and that 
earnest efforts have always been made in Protestantism 
to maintain the distinction between the actual visible 
and the true Church, yet in view of orthodox Protes- 
tantism we cannot say that this indicates any difference 
of principle, especially as we cannot know what the 
future has in store for it. Hence the above definition 
of Catholicism only tells us that it is the form which 
the Christian religion assumes when it is legalised and 
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embodied in a Church, and this is an experience which, 
mutatis mutandis, the other religions have also under- 
gone in the course of their development.’ 

A definition—that is, an attempt to determine the 
essence of a religion and a Church—must not be merely 
formal. If one would grasp what is really characteristic, 
then it comes to a question of what is legally defined. 
Sohm is not quite unaffected by this consideration, but 
he has given very incomplete expression to it. While 
in many passages he simply repeats the definition which 
is decisive for him, it is only in one passage of his essay 
that he expands this definition by the statement, which 
he makes quite incidentally: ‘The intellectualistic 
character of Catholic Christianity is a further fact to 
be remembered. Faith appears as belief in the truth 
of a definite doctrine which offers the Gospel insepar- 
ably bound up with a view of history and the world 
derived from the past.” Here he has felt the necessity 
of completing his definition; it is not a question, 
however, of completing his definition, but of determin- 


1 Sohm on p. 19 f. of his essay (see above, p. 184) has noted the 
real reason why religion is always bound to assume a form of this 
kind ; “the desire of the natural man is to externalise religion.” 
He desires a legal system, authority. It is not the priests who 
force these upon the innocent laymen, but the laity create the 
authoritative priests and the ecclesiastical legal system. 

Only very doubtfully, it is true, for on p. 6 of his essay he 
regards it as a theological peculiarity that, in order to ascertain 
the nature and origin of Catholicism, one should begin in the 
theological sphere, and indeed among the ideas which form the 
very centre of Christianity. 
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ing in what Catholicism consists, as the legal stage in 
the development of the Christian religion. 

If we take our stand about the beginning or in the 
middle of the second century, and keep before us the 
whole vast mass which was offered to the Christian 
believers of that period as “tradition” and as “living 
force”—the moral maxims of Jesus, the acts and the 
fate of Christ, the Old Testament, the Jewish apoca- 
lypses, the Jewish exegetical and dogmatic tradition 
which accompanied the last two, the traditions derived 
from the primitive community at Jerusalem, the 
teaching of Paul, the maxims, teaching, and prophecies 
of Christian prophets and teachers, the already existing 
organisation, etc.—it is obvious that a priori the process 
of “fixing” these might lead to a variety of results, and 
as a matter of fact we find that at first very different 
forms developed not only in the Gnostic Churches but 
also in the provinces (think, for example, of Egypt). 
Yet the main result turned out to be identical in all 
essentials,! although the final similarity did not show 
itself as early in some cases as in others. How was 
this possible, and what was the nature of the factor or 
the factors which finally produced everywhere practically 
the same form of Church, viz. Catholicism? ‘This is 
the decisive question which Sohm has left unanswered, 
or has only touched upon. 

We cannot assume that Christianity was affected by 


1 The varieties, even in the earlier stages, were not so great, 
when examined closely, as they seem on a superficial view. 
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the main force at work in the Jewish religion of the 
period, for this was the Law. The observance of the 
Law as a law of worship and life was the cardinal point of 
Jewish piety, and the heart and core of Jewish tradition. 
The Law was also primarily instruction; whatever in 
Jewish instruction went beyond the Law was fluctuating 
and uncertain. It needs no proof that this does not 
apply to the early Church; on this most important 
point the Church stands as far as possible removed from 
Judaism and never made any approach towards it. 

The heart and core of the earliest Church was faith 
in the Crucified and Risen Christ and in the one God 
as the Father of Jesus Christ; the Church never lost 
this central belief. Accordingly, anyone who wishes 
really to understand Catholicism must begin at this 
point and formulate the question as follows: How is 
the belief in the Crucified and Risen Christ and in the 
one God as the Father of Jesus Christ represented in 
Catholicism? If there is any distinction at all between 
Catholicism and the earliest Christianity, it must show 
itself at this point or it is unessential. 

If we take our stand again with Tertullian, we find 
a doctrine taught in the Christian Church which centres 
round the One God and the Crucified and Risen Christ. 
This doctrine is both philosophical and historical. In 
so far as it is the latter, it is distinguished in only 
unimportant particulars from the primitive Christian 
doctrine, which appears as an adoption and transforma- 
tion of the late Jewish doctrine sub specie Christi; the 
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apologetic motive comes forward very strongly, but it 
was hardly any less in the primitive period (the use of 
prophecy to prove the Messiahship of Jesus and the 
truth of the Christian religion). But in so far as the 
doctrine is “ philosophical” the following features come 
into prominence. 1, Formal: (a) It is a consistent body 
of teaching, which deals with God, the world, history, 
salvation, and it must be believed deliberately and held 
to be true; (4) it is capable of proof both on grounds 
of reason and of authority. 2, Material: (c) In the 
conception of God the most prominent features are that 
He is the creator because He is the ultimate cause of 
the world; further, that He is the Absolute and Supreme 
Power and the Law-giver ; finally, that He is the Judge 
to whom every individual stands in a covenanted legal 
relationship, and all the declarations about salvation 
seem to be an integral part of God’s working in the 
world within the limits of law. The kinship with the 
Platonic and Stoic conception of God on the one hand 
is as noticeable as the efforts made on the other hand 
to distinguish the Christian conception from it; in the 
idea of the creation of all that exists a real point of 
distinction is found. (d) In the Christology the strictly 
Messianic element is painfully curtailed and greatly 
reduced; on the other hand, the conception of the 
Logos became the central conception, «e. the view of 
the Person of Jesus Christ is carried to completion 
primarily from the cosmological point of view, and the 
way is already prepared for His work of redemption in 
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His creative activity (as the Mediator). Here, too, the 
relationship with the idealistic philosophy of the age is_ 
noticed, and is more freely admitted than in the case 
of the conception of God, but the idea of the Logos 
becoming man distinguishes the Christian view from 
the philosophical.!| (¢) As regards the end of religion 
(jfinis religionis) the ideas of complete knowledge and 
eternal life (as a hendiadys in the sense of the eternal 
passionless contemplation of God) stand so prominently 
in the foreground that the rest of the early Christian 
eschatology is no longer, or only artificially, reconcilable 
with them. (jf) As regards the present offer of salva- 
tion, the thought of the direct and absolute guidance 
of the individual Christian by the “Spirit” has receded 
entirely into the background; in the sacrament of 
baptism the individual Christian has had his sins blotted 
out once and for all; under certain circumstances he 
may once more share in a great forgiveness upon earth, 
but he must not count upon this. On Sundays, how- 
ever, and even oftener, a sacrament is dispensed to him 
which signifies a pledge of eternal divine life and a 
mysterious transformation of his soul and body in pre- 
paration for immortality. (g) As regards the conduct 
of the baptized one, it is true that by knowing and doing 

1 The confession of Father, Son, and Spirit has nothing to do 
with Greek philosophy or any other philosophy or “‘ wisdom” ; 
it already belongs to the earliest Church, it is the essence of the 
Christian religion in its objective aspect, and it also marks the 


severance of Christianity from Judaism (for further details see 
pp. 259 ff.). 
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the divine will, z.e. the good, he becomes justified and a 
partaker of salvation. The chief content of the divine 
will, however, is to keep himself unspotted and resolutely 
to renounce the world and all its goods (asceticism) ; and 
indeed, where possible, by confessing Christ to suffer 
death for Him, in order by this, the only sure means, to 
make certain of going to heaven. If thorough-going 
asceticism (in face of which the commandment of love 
recedes completely into the background) and martyr- 
dom cannot be accomplished, efforts must be made to 
compensate for this by frequent prayer, fasting, and 
almsgiving, which God as a forbearing creditor and 
judge will allow to count instead. 

These are the main features of Catholicism at the 
beginning of the third century from a practical point 
of view, and they constitute its essence as a religion. 
All these features, as we can prove from the documents, 
are foreshadowed as early as the first century and in 
the writings of the New Testament,! but they are only 
foreshadowed, some more and others less definitely. 
Not only does the Christianity of Paul show quite a 
different general attitude, but even “John,” who stands 
much nearer to the form of the Christian religion we have 


1 Catholicism is thus as old as the Church if we include its 
rudimentary form ; there is hardly a single one of its elements 
which was not present. But yet this cannot be taken to 
mean very much, for the Catholic elements did not constitute 
the essence of primitive Christianity. It would therefore be mis- 
leading to call primitive Christianity “Catholic.” Even for the 
post-apostolic age it is better to avoid this name. 
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just delineated, offers a picture which is fundamentally 
different. What we can conjecture about the usual 
Gentile Christianity of the apostolic and post-apostolic 
age is more closely related, it is true, to the type 
described above, but is, after all, something very much 
simpler, more powerful, more unreflecting, and again 
stronger in its faith and more massive; in addition, 
the eschatological, enthusiastic, and Messianic features 
and the derivation of the new religion from the Old 
Testament and the Jewish religion, come much more 
clearly into view. 

What, now, is this Catholicism, if we have grasped it 
rightly, and whence does it come? The answer is not 
difficult. It is the Christian preaching influenced by the 
Old Testament, lifted out of its original environment 
and plunged into Hellenic modes of thought, i.e. into 
the syncretism of the age and the idealistic philosophy. 
Even the preaching in the apostolic age itself was not 
able to hold aloof from the universal conditions which a 
spiritual religion at that time had to accept if it wished 
to be understood and to be considered of value. But 
yet there was an intractable element about this preach- 
ing, and it displayed a depth and height to which even 
the best religious conceptions of the age did not attain. 
The latter, however, succeeded in levelling down to a 
notable extent these depths and heights—the result is 
Catholicism! It suppresses the Spirit, transforms the 
evangelical conception of God as Father, and fails to 
appreciate the simplicity of the trust in Him as well as 
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the simple confidence in “Our Lord Jesus Christ.” In 
place of these it introduces the philosophical conception 
of God, and in addition to this the doctrine of the 
Logos and the authority of “myth” in so far as it is 
unable and unwilling to recast it in an idealistic form. 
The attempt to determine the essence of Catholicism, if 
it is to be successful, cannot therefore stop short at the 
brief definition which Sohm has given, “Catholicism is 
the making of the Church as a legal body equivalent to 
the true Church of Christ,” but it must be more detailed 
and must assign their proper share both to the formal 
and the material elements. 

Catholicism is the preaching of the One God and the 
Crucified and Risen Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
carried over into the Hellenic world of thought, and 
worked out as a philosophical body of doctrine. This 
body of doctrine, however, is distinguished from the 
idealistic systems by the fact that even where it appears 
as rational it claims to rest on revelation; and further, 
that for the most part it preserves the historical 
(Christological) material embedded in the religious and 
philosophical dogmas, and demands unconditional belief 
in it. This peculiar combination of philosophical 
elements with those resting on an historical revelation, 
this mingling of uiAos and doyos, also corresponds to 
the syncretistic religious spirit of the age, and the 
latter is no less in harmony with the way in which 
Catholicism treats the sacraments as vehicles of the 


1 Here lies the distinction from Gnosticism. 
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divine and what it teaches about them. Finally, the 
injunctions to practise asceticism, in which the whole of 
morality culminates, and with which even the sayings 
of Jesus had to be harmonised, also correspond to the 
spirit of the age. 

Catholicism as a religious doctrine and as a rule of 
life is the Gospel displayed in a fixed and definite form 
which is partly Hellenic and partly syncretistic ; but 
every Gnostic school was as much as this, though in a 
different way. Hence the definition of the essence of 
Catholicism is still incomplete. Here comes in the 
element which from the beginning developed along 
parallel lines, and which is the only one that Sohm 
takes into account. The doctrine, the sacred collection 
of writings, and the office appear as the apostolic inherit- 
ance ; those who preserve the apostolic inheritance, and 
they alone, are the disciples of Christ and form His 
Church. The objective maintenance of this inheritance 
ensures at once the legitimacy and truth of the Church, 
and the apostolic office of the bishops ensures the 
unimpaired character of the tradition from generation 
to generation. With this—there is no need to go 
over the facts and the ideas again—the community 
of disciples of the syncretistic Christian doctrine grows 
into a legal body for which the distinction between 
office-bearers and laity is fundamental, and which, since 
it is determined and governed by the revealed apostolic 
tradition, is subject to a divine legal system. The re- 
moulding of the Christian faith into revealed doctrine 
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strongly influenced by Greek philosophy and consisting 
of both historical and ideal elements, a doctrine, more- 
over, which is claimed to be apostolic and is handed 
down by sacred rites, by authority and by thought, as 
well as the making of the actual visible Church, as a 
legal body under the leadership of the “apostolic” 
episcopate, equivalent to the Church of Christ—these 
are the features which mark the essence of Catholicism. 


Where lies the chief error in Sohm’s view, which has 
led him to the opinion that ecclesiastical law signifies in 
itself an apostasy from the essential nature of the 
Church and is totally inconsistent with it? I should 
like to let Goethe give the answer; mutatis mutandis, 
he has solved in a few words the problem with which 
we are here dealing. In the preface to his work Zur 
Naturwissenschaft (vol. ii., 1823) he writes: ‘“ While we 
determine our external circumstances by our way of 
thinking and feeling, and form a society around us or 
attach ourselves to one, in this process what is inner 
becomes external ; the latter—whether it meet with a 
friendly or a hostile reception—must be preserved and 
defended, and so we are suddenly brought back from 
the spiritual to the secular, from the heavenly to the 
earthly, and from the eternal and unchangeable to the 
temporal and changeable.” Anyone who understands 
aright these simple and deep words knows why the 
invisible spiritual Church was bound to become the 


actual visible Church and a legal entity. ety see 
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no apostasy and contradiction where it is a question of 
the influence of urgent necessity, though he will consider 
that the apostasy and contradiction come in when 
means and end are simply identified, or the means is 
even put in place of the end. The Catholic ecclesias- 
tical law, which starts by assuming the identity of the 
spiritual Church with its visible form, and desires to 
exercise legal control over everything spiritual, is 
inconsistent with the conception of the Church as an 
ideal entity, although the primitive period at the height 
of its inspiration did not admit the contradiction, and 
believed that it could overcome it by its efforts after 
sanctification. But the ecclesiastical law which controls 
the Church as an external society is necessary as a 
means, “for what is inner must be preserved and 
defended.” We may dispute for ever over the question 
how the “inner” is to be conceived, for, as the only 
means at our disposal are external, it is well nigh an 
attempt to describe this inner and eternal element with 
means that are useless for the purpose. Moreover, we 
are always in danger of overstepping the limits of the 
historian when we consider the relation of the inner to 
its external manifestation. Let us, then, in conclusion 
transcribe the words of Goethe which immediately pre- 
cede those we have already quoted: “Everything that 
relates to the eternal and hovers before us in our 
earthly life as a picture and symbol of the imperishable 
should by right be exempted from dispute, although 
here, too, many an obstacle stands in the way.” 


APPENDIX II 


THE FUNDAMENTAL CONFESSIONS OF 
THE CHURCH 


AN Inaurry INro THE ORIGIN oF THE TRINITARIAN 
ForMuLA 


Tue origin of the Christian Trinitarian formula is 
still obscure. It is true that Dieterich in his obituary 
notice of Usener has expressed the opinion that the 
latter has once and for all elucidated the doctrine of the 
Trinity from the historical point of view, but so far as 
I know there are only a few who think that his general 
speculations about triads have solved the problem. 
Sdderblom, too, in his essay Vater, Sohn und Geist 
(1909), holds that the explanation is insufficient (pp. 
2 ff.). By starting with the religion of the Old Testa- 
ment (pp. 29 ff.) he traverses the only way which seems 
to offer any prospect of leading to the goal. For, as 
soon as we remember how old the Trinitarian formula 
is in Christianity and what it signifies (or does not 
signify), we see that the consideration of any particular 


heathen religion or “ wisdom” cannot be expected to 
269 
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throw any light on the question. It is true that it 
does not occur in Paul as a solemn, much less as an 
exclusive, formula, but yet it does occur (especially 
as a benediction, 2 Cor. xiii. 14). It is crystallised and 
appears as a summary expression of the Christian 
religion in Matt. xxviii. 19. As Matthew belongs to 
Palestine, we may venture to assume that the earliest 
stage of the formula is to be sought there, z.e. among 
the emancipated Jewish Christians of Palestine. For 
most of the chief Christian ideas and formule which 
occur in Paul were coined in Palestine. But if the 
formula belongs to this locality and this period, it is a 
serious error of method to try to explain its origin as 
due to the influence of a heathen religion or a Jewish 
syncretistic sect. 

But is an earlier stage of the Trinitarian formula to 
be found in popular Judaism? Sdéderblom points to 
the high estimation in which Moses and the chosen 
people were held in Judaism. But not only did the 
triad “ Yahweh, Moses, people of God” never become 
a regular formula but—as he himself proves—Moses as 
a personality receded more and more into the back- 
ground behind “the Law.” As regards the “third 
item,” however, even according to Séderblom the 
“future kingdom” would have at least as much right 
to be named as the people of God. We might also 
think of such forms as ‘ God, Moses and the Prophets,” 
or “God, Law and Prophets.” But we must confess 
that not the slightest trace of all these formule as 
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formule is to be found in Judaism: the subsequent 
process of abstraction cannot prove anything here. It 
is quite impossible to find the Messiah in a tripartite 
Jewish formula, and the formule which were afterwards 
put forward in the Judaism of the Talmud—Séderblom 
has given some specimens—cannot be taken into 
account at all, so late and so different are they. Finally, 
the speculations about “God,” “ Wisdom,” “ Word,” 
“Spirit,” in so far as they led to a Trinitarian formula, 
were still very incomplete. 

The outlook is more favourable if we at first give 
up the search for tripartite formule and seek for 
bipartite formule in ancient Judaism. Any result 
that was here reached would not be indifferent, since 
the Christian Trinitarian formula probably arose from 
a bipartite formula. “ Yahweh and Moses”—there 
is more chance of finding a formula like this, although 
it never gained the same importance in Judaism 
as the formula “ Allah and Muhammed” in Islam; 
indeed we can hardly maintain that it was a regular 
formula. Nevertheless it is worth observing how often 
in the New Testament, Jesus and Moses are set in 
antithesis to each other; in fact, some of the sayings 
of Jesus Himself are here in point. The one most like 
a formula is the passage in John i. 17: “the law was 
given by Moses; grace and truth came by Jesus Christ ” 
(6 vouos dia Mwiicéws €600n, 4 xdpis Kat 4 adpOera dea 
Incod Xpicrot éyévero). The thought is absolutely 
Pauline (cf., ¢.g., Rom. x. 4: “Christ is the end of the 
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law unto righteousness to every one that believe 
For Moses writeth,” etc. (réAos vouov Xpirros ets 
Ouatooivyy TavTt TS TiaTevovTe’ Mwiions yao ypadget, 
k.7-A-), but it certainly belongs also to primitive 
Christianity, for it is quite impossible to think of any 
attempt to define their relative positions on the part of 
the Jewish Christians and the Jews in which the former 
did not give expression to the difference between Moses 
and Jesus by setting the one over against the other 
(with appropriate explanations). Hence, whether a 
regular formula “ Yahweh and Moses” did or did not 
exist in Judaism, the necessary result of the controversy 
over “ Moses” and “Jesus Christ” was the formula 
“God and His messenger Jesus,” just as if the other 
formula did exist. Here, again, it is John who sums up 
the result, xvii. 3: “and this is life eternal, that they 
should know thee, the only true God, and him whom 
thou didst send, even Jesus Christ” (atrn 6é éorw 7 
atovios fwn, va ywoorkwow oe Tov pwovoy aAnOwov Bedv 
Kat ov améotetras Incovv Xpioctov). Even as early as 
this we have here (cf. x. 36) in embryo the primitive 
form of the so-called apostolic Symbol, namely, with the 
final goal “eternal life” (resurrection of the flesh), €w7 
aiavios (capKos avacracts), but supported by the 
bipartite formula 6 Oeds and ’Iycots Xpioréds. The 
bipartite formula here makes its appearance together 
with the definition of salvation with which it is asso- 
ciated, but it was probably also pronounced without 
this addition: God and His last ambassador—not Moses 
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but Jesus Christ ; cf. also some of the parables in the 
Gospels, which are here relevant. 

Moreover, in the passage John i. 17 we are to hice 
of the specific gift of salvation. Moses and Christ are 
opposed to one another because the former brought the 
Law (vouos) but the latter grace and truth (yapis Kat 
ad7Oea). In addition to this we observe something 
_ very important: the passage in the Pauline Epistles 
which contains the fullest form of the Trinitarian 
formula, namely, 2 Cor. xiii. 14, does not begin with 
God the Father but with “the Lord Jesus Christ,” and 
moreover with His grace (yaprs), for it runs thus: 
“the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love 
of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost, be 
with you all” (4 xapis Tov kvpiov “Incov Xpicrod Kal 4 
ayann Tov Oeov Kal 4 KoLvwvia TOU wylov TvevmaTos 
pera wavtav tuav). May we not conclude from this 
that the express appreciation of what Christ brought, 
as opposed to the Law and Moses, was a starting- 
point of the originally bipartite formula? As 
the earliest Christians, when confronted by their 
brethren who held to the ancient faith, wished to 
express what they found in Christ as contrasted with 
Moses, namely, justification, life, etc., they conceived 
this, as Paul and John agree in showing in their 
formulz, under the idea of the grace (apis) of Jesus 
Christ, which is something quite different from the Law 
(vdmos) of Moses. But if mention were formally made 
in this sense of the yapus of Jesus Christ, to the influence 
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of which the believers in Christ are subject, yet the one 
true God (udvos aAnOivos Oeds) must never be put on 
one side; He must be mentioned along with the yapis 
and He must also receive a predicate, and indeed one 
which is still more comprehensive. Paul in the passage in 
Corinthians introduces love, and again John ! shows that 
this is no “chance,” for he writes (1 John iv. 8; of. Gospel 
of John iii. 16) “ God is love” (6 0e09 ayamn éoriv). 
Hence it seems to be very probable that both the 
formula “God and he whom he sent, Jesus Christ,” 
and the other one, “the grace of the Lord Jesus Christ 
and the love of God,” are very old and arose out of 
the controversy with the Jews who held to their old 
beliefs. The formula might also run as follows 
(1 Cor. viii. 6): “to us there is one God, the Father, 
and one Lord, Jesus Christ” (juiv efs Oeds 0 maTiHp, Kat 
els xuptos “Incovs Xpiords), in which the addition of 
matinp is to be noticed.? The absence of the expression 


1 We can convince ourselves from the Didaché, Barnabas, 
Hermas, etc., that many formule of the Johannine “ theology ” 
are not peculiar to John but are derived from an older tradition. 
It is extremely probable that the same applies to Ignatius also 
(see the investigations by Keim, H. Holtzmann, and von der Goltz). 
Others, to be sure, as, ¢.g., the Paraclete, are peculiar to John. 

2 It is also to be noticed that here a cosmological and soterio- 
logical speculation is already added to the bipartite formula: 
“one God, the Father, of whom are all things and we unto him; 
and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all things, and 
we through him” (cis @cds 5 marhp, && 08 rd mdvta Kad fyets els 
airdy, al efs kdpios "Inoots Xpiords, dv of Ta mdvTa Kal hers 8” adbrod). 
Thus the Trinitarian formula was not the first that led to such 
speculations ! 
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“the Son ” from these formule need not be intentional, 
but may also be regarded as a sign of their great 
antiquity. By the side of the expressions “the 
messenger,” “the Christ,” “the Lord,” which were the 
primary constituents of these formule, “the Son” was 
pleonastic, so long as no special controversy arose about 
the Sonship of the Messiah. 

How, then, was a tripartite formula reached, and 
why does not this formula run “God, Christ, the 
Church,” instead of “ the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost”? After all, Christ and the Church—as His 
bride, as His body, as Eve in relation to Adam—belong 
together, as we find in Paul (Corinthians and Ephesians), 
in John (Apocalypse), further in Hermas, Papias, 
2 Clement, and indeed even in Clement of Alexandria, 
etc. The Church is not only a spiritual, heavenly 
entity, but it is hypostatically united to Christ and 
must be named along with Him. Even in the so-called 
Apostolic Symbol, “ holy Church” follows immediately 
after the Holy Ghost, whom we already find mentioned, 
and even ‘Tertullian insists upon placing alongside 
Father, Son and Spirit the “ mother-Church, which is 
the body of the three” (mater ecclesia que trium corpus 
est). In any case the history of the chief Christian 
formula in the post-apostolic and ancient Catholic period 
permits us to conclude that at one time Christendom 
cannot have been very far from having, instead of the 
Trinitarian formula “Father, Son and Spirit,” the 
other Trinitarian formula “God, Christ and the 
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Church.”! Hence there must have been some pene- 
trating and powerful influence at work, which first 
necessitated an extension of the bipartite formula and 
then bade men look away from the Church and make 
a solemn confession of faith in the Holy Ghost.? 

Here again we shall inevitably be reminded of the 
Jewish and Jewish-Christian controversy. In Judaism 
the Spirit was granted to only a few individuals, 
especially the prophets. The great promise after the 
prophecy of Joel was that in the Messianic age the 
Spirit should be granted to all believers. On the 
other hand, it was also true that if the Spirit were 
there and gave proof of His presence in every indi- 
vidual, then the Messianic age had dawned, and He 
who sent the Spirit was the Messiah. Hence if the 
community of Jesus and every individual in it possessed 
the Spirit, and if this was rendered credible or proved, 


1 Would this formula have been more suitable and better? One 
may be tempted to assume so. But since even then metaphysical 
speculation would certainly not have failed to appear, we must 
answer the question in the negative. Moreover, in addition to 
God as its object of faith, Christendom would have been given a 
masculine-feminine syzygy, and there is absolutely no telling 
what would have been made out of it all! 

2 Usener has probably discerned the real reason why the 
further step to a formula of four terms was not taken, viz. that 
the number three stands for a rounded-off whole, while with the 
number four an unlimited prospect of further additions threatens. 
For the rest, the early Christians, in the way in which they 
treated “ the Church ” in their confession of faith till past the end 
of the second century, showed a strong tendency to add it as a 
fourth term to their Trinitarian formula. 
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then it was shown that this community was the people 
of God, the inheritor of all the promises, etc., and that 
its Jesus was the Christ. The title “Church” or “ holy 
Church” was empty and a claim incapable of justifica- 
tion, unless the Holy Ghost stood behind it as a present 
gift of God or of Christ. It was not a question of 
“belief” in the Holy Ghost, but of the fact of His 
presence in the community. From this standpoint we 
can readily understand how and why the Holy Ghost 
was bound to be expressly named and added to the 
bipartite formula “God and him whom he hath 
sent.”! That the Spirit is a present possession, is 
primarily the seal of Jesus’ Messiahship and the present 
proof of His grace (xaprs) and of the love of God. In 
opposition to Moses and his Law the new community, 
which yet wished to be at the same time the old one, 
set up its Christ Jesus and the possession of the Spirit. 
This must have found expression a hundred times in 
the controversies. The fact that in Hebrew and 
Aramaic the Spirit is feminine excites, it is true, the 
imagination of the historians of religion again and 
again, but according to the evidence of the New Testa- 
ment and the other ancient documents it had hardly any 
significance for the religious formula with which we are 
here dealing. It is true that in the Gospel according 


1 Compare the solemn passage in 1 Cor. xii. 3, “no man can 
say, Jesus is Lord, but in the Holy Spirit” (obdels dbvara: cimeiy - 
KYPIOS IHSZO1S, ef uh ev mveduari Gylw). Here we have the key 
of the problem of the transition from a bipartite to a tripartite 
formula. 
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to the Hebrews Jesus speaks of the Holy Spirit as His 
“Mother,” but it cannot be proved that this had any 
influence on the Trinitarian formula, much less that it 
lies at the bottom of this formula. If it had had any 
influence—I leave obscure sects on one side—we should 
have expected that the formula would have run “ God, 
Spirit, Son,” and the few passages which we have to 
collect from out-of-the-way corners in order to prove 
that the Spirit was regarded as the Mother of the Son 
in the Christian world are opposed by many dozens 
which show that the Spirit is the Spirit of Christ, is 
sent by Him, etc. It is much more important to show 
how consistently the adjective “holy” was applied to 
the Spirit in the formule from the beginning. I 
cannot venture to give any certain explanation of this, 
but it is clear that by the application of this adjective 
the Spirit is designated as the Spirit of God, and as 
the highest Spirit (‘“spiritus principalis,” Fragm. 
Murat.), and that thus the word “Spirit” was to be 
preserved from being generalised and underestimated. 
“God, Jesus the Christ, the Holy Spirit "—this triad 
must have developed out of the opposition to the Jews 
who retained their old beliefs, in which the Church 
found itself involved from the beginning, and which 
compelled it to give expression to its own possession 
and to prove it.1_ We meet with the conjunction of the 


1 There cannot here be any question of the influence of the 
Gentile-Christians, for the controversy with the Gentiles made it 
necessary, in the first place, to lay a sharp emphasis on pure mono- 
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three terms for the first time in a benediction (2 Cor. 
xiii. 14); this cannot possibly be the oldest context, 
although it shows its antiquity by assigning the first 
place to Christ, which clearly proves the derivation of 
the triad from the anti-Jewish controversy. I do not 
venture to decide whether the expression “communion 
of the Holy Ghost” (xowwvia Tot aylov mvevuartos) is 
as original as the expression “grace of the Lord Jesus 
Christ” (xapis rot xupiov “Incod Xpiorod); Rom. viii. 
15, “ye received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we 
cry, Abba, Father” (€\aGere mvetua viobecias, ev @ 
xpatouev* ABBA O ILATHP) leads in another direction. 

“God, Jesus the Christ, the Holy Spirit ”—this is 
still not the last word, for the final form runs, “the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit,” or still more 
exactly, “the name of the Father and of the Son and of 
the Holy Spirit.” It has already been remarked that 
this last stage in the process of crystallisation also took 
place in Palestine and not in the Gentile-Christian world, 
and this is made still clearer by the inclusion of the 
whole formula under the conception of the “name” 
(dvoua), for this mode of expression is not Greek. 
Moreover, we first encounter this formula as a baptismal 
formula, and we must therefore try to understand it in 
_ Jewish-Christian circles precisely as a baptismal formula. 


theism (see Paul’s speech at Athens, Hermas, Mand. 1), and only 
after a long interval to speak of Christ, ete. It was only when 
Christ was introduced as the Logos that it was possible to equalise 
Him with God. 
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But there can be no doubt that baptism originally took 
place in the name of Jesus Christ alone, and hence the 
problem must be stated as follows: Why was this 
formula exchanged for a tripartite one already in 
existence, and why was this latter given the form 
“Father, Son and Holy Spirit” instead of “ God, Jesus 
the Christ, and Holy Spirit”? As we have no contem- 
porary tradition—the formula may have taken shape in 
the period between 50 and 80 a.p.—it is too bold to 
hope for a certain solution of the question, but yet an 
attempt may be made. As is well known, the Gospel 
of John goes deep into the Jewish-Christian controversy 
as it existed at the time of the composition of the 
Gospel. In the high-priestly prayer it still contains 
the old formula “God and Him who He hath sent” 
(see above, p. 262), but in addition it sets the highest 
value on the fact that Jesus is recognised as the only- 
begotten Son (vids povoyerjs) of the Father, and it 
desires to see the essential nature and the significance 
of Jesus expressed in this Sonship, with the rejection of 
all other possible categories of explanation. The 
motive of this is polemical and apologetic. From 
x. 82-89 it is plain that the Jews especially attacked as 
blasphemous the designation “Son of God” (** God”) 
as applied to Jesus, and that on the Christian side it 
was most vigorously defended.1_ The Gospel of John 
was not the first to do this ; the controversy is certainly 
much older. The reproach of the Jews that Jesus could 


1 Even with such a bad argument as Ps, lxxxii, 6. 
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not possibly be the Messiah because He had not appeared 
in power and glory in the clouds of heaven, had not 
established the kingdom and executed judgment, was 
answered, as is well known, on the Christian side from 
the beginning, by saying that this was correct, but that 
Jesus would return shortly and would then accomplish 
all this, 2%e. He would not be the Messiah in the 
technical sense till some time in the future. This was 
indeed an answer, but it seemed like an evasion. Hence 
the Christians themselves could not remain content with 
this answer; they must say something about the 
historical Jesus as they had experienced Him, which 
should make it certain that He was the future Messiah 
and so the Messiah in the supreme sense. Their asser- 
tion, however, could take no other form but this: He 
as the Son of God. This could be proved from facts 
which were open to everyone, from the works and sayings 
of Jesus as well as from the testimony of Holy Scripture, 
and this guaranteed at once that He would come again 
in glory as Messiah. ‘The expression “ the Son of God” 
as the solemn expression for Jesus, was bound gradually 
to take the place of the expression “ Messiah” (or in 
some cases to be placed before or after it), because Jesus 
was not yet proved to be the Messiah (for the opponents 
of the Christians did not believe in His resurrection). In 
my opinion this is the explanation how the formula 
which we read for the first time in Matthew, “ Father, 
Son and Holy Spirit,” took the place of the formula 
“ God, Christ and Holy Spirit,” and this also explains 
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why it was just in connection with baptism—in contrast 
to Judaism and as its fulfilment—that men began to 
prefer this formula, and then went so far as to make it 
rest upon an express injunction of Christ. The fact 
that as soon as “the Son” was substituted for ‘ Christ,” 
“the Father” was also introduced instead of “God” 
needs no special explanation. 

After the formula “Father, Son and Holy Spirit” 
had once been created, it began to develop its own 
special life and to emancipate itself in part from the 
conditions out of which it had arisen. Of course from 
the beginning there is something deeply mystical in the 
words and designation “ the Father, the Son” as applied 
to God, and through and in this connection with the 
Father a thoroughly established transcendental existence 
was ascribed to Jesus, not only by those who were given 
to philosophical speculation, but also in the eyes of 
those who were simply believers in Christ. Originally, 
however, a metaphysical speculation did not come within 
the range of the formula, though it was certainly bound 
to make its way in very rapidly (especially in Gentile- 
Christian circles). The development of the Church, 
which went on partly in peace and quiet, and partly 
amid the clash of polemics, led to the growth, we might 
say the secret and unexpected growth, of something 
extraordinary, viz. a fundamental confession which was 
extremely simple and at the same time extremely deep 
in its meaning—a fundamental confession as the supreme 
expression of the new religion on the soil of Judaism. 
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This new confession of the ancient God of Israel had a 
deep relation to the historical past, to what had been 
experienced and what was still to be experienced ; but 
it might be considered apart from all historical relations 
and regarded as a sacred formula expressing the very 
nature of the living Godhead. It might remain bound 
up with such conceptions as love, grace, communion, 
adoption (ayamy, xapis, Kowwvia, vioOecia); it might 
give the most powerful assurance of these and, as it 
were, exhaust itself in doing so. It might also be 
connected with the great confession “everything by 
Him, everything through Him, everything unto Him” 
(ravta vr avrod, TavTa Ov avToU, TavTa es avTov), and 
apparently find in this its complete explanation. 
Finally, it might be given an explanation which disre- 
garded everything earthly, the whole cosmos and all 
historical revelation, and which found here the expression 
of the inner life of the Deity. 

The attempt which we have here made to show the 
origin of the formula will perhaps find little acceptance 
among our contemporaries because it keeps the problem 
within fixed limits, leaves severely alone all considera- 
tions of Babylonian, Greek or Kamtschatkan triads, and 
attempts to understand the formula in its origin as an 
anti-Jewish product of the Christian religion. But so 
long as we admit it as a fundamental methodological 
principle that we must not wander far afield until 
inquiry close at hand has turned out to be without 


result, so long will the way we have here hope be the 
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right one. It makes no claim to “novelty,” but I do 
not see that up to the present it has been distinctly 
pointed out. 

The triad “God, the Word of God, the Spirit 
(Wisdom)” has its own history. It is uncertain 
whether it had already been made into a fixed formula 
in Judaism when the tripartite Christian confession was 
formed. It is probable that as regards their origin 
both these tripartite formule have nothing in common 
with one another and were not brought into connection 
until each was complete. In both formule the second 
and third terms originally signify something quite 
different: in the one, the second term stands for the 
Creative Word of revelation, in the other for Jesus 
Christ sent by God; while the third term in the first 
formula signifies the Divine Wisdom and in the second 
formula the prophetic Spirit, who fills believers. 


APPENDIX ITI 


GOSPEL. 
Hisrory or tHE Concreprion IN tHE Earuiest Cuurcu 


Kvayyédov (usually in the plural) means originally 
the reward (also the sacrifice) for good tidings, the 
messenger’s reward, but later also the good news itself ; 
yet up to the present there is no proof of this meaning 
for the period before Augustus. ‘The earliest evidence 
is found in the celebrated inscription of Priene,! where 
it is said of the Emperor’s birthday “the birthday of 
the god was for the world the beginning of things 
which owing to him are glad tidings” (jp£ev dé Tw 
KOoNw THY OL avTOY evayyeA wy 7 yeveOAL0s] Tot Beow).? 
The word stands here in a religious context. In the 


1“ Athenische Mitteilungen,” 24 (1899), pp. 275 ff. Deiss- 
mann, Light from the Ancient Hast, trans, L. R. M. Strachan 
(1901), pp. 349, 351, but especially 370 f. 

2 [Deissmann gives here cbavyeAi [not ebayyeat]. He also adds 
that the Greek text is now most easily accessible in Dittenberger 
Orientis Greci Inscriptiones Selecte, No. 458, and Inschroften 
von Priene, No. 105. Hans Lietzmann, Studien und Kritiken 
(1909), p. 161, differs in his translation from Deissmann.—ED.] 

3 The word never became frequent in non-Christian usage in 
the sense of glad tidings; as regards an instance on a piece of 
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Old Testament, m7, b’sorah (nwa, b’sérah), derived 
from “wa, bissér, is the tidings (as a rule the glad tidings), 
but in 2 Sam. iv. 10 it is also the messenger’s reward. 
The Septuagint translates ry, bisser, by evayyediGew 
(evayyertGer Oar), and nwa, b’sorah, where it means the 
messenger’s reward, by ra evayyédra; where, however, it 
means glad tidings we find 7 evayyeAta. In one passage, 
to be sure (2 Sam. xviii. 25), Swete gives evayyéAra for 
good tidings, but in view of the other passages it is in 
my opinion practically certain that here too evayyedla 
is to be read. Consequently the Septuagint does not 
know the word evayyéAcov in the sense of glad tidings 
but only as “ messenger’s reward” (in the plural). If 
in the primitive communities in Palestine nwa, d‘sorah, 
was translated by evayyéAcoy, the impulse to do so did 
not come from the Septuagint. 


1. Tue GosPELs AND THE AcTs 


If we did not possess four Gospels in the New 
Testament, but only those of Luke and John, we should 
not know that the word “gospel” belonged to the 
vocabulary of the oldest evangelical tradition, for it is 
entirely absent from these Gospels.! But it is also 


papyrus belonging to the middle of the third century, where the 
word also stands in connection with the Emperor, see Deissmann, 
lc, “when I became aware of the good tidings about the pro- 
clamation as emperor” (érel yo[d]ot[ns eyevduny tod] edavyealto]u 
mept rod avnyopedobat Kaloapa, x.t.A.) Here the singular is to be 
noted, if the upsilon is certain. 

1 From this we may conclude that originally they themselves 
can hardly have borne the name “ Gospel.” 
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absent from Q, the source common to Matthew and 
Luke, so far as this source can be ascertained. The 
absence of the word from the Gospel of Luke is surpris- 
ing, for it occurs in the Acts of the Apostles (although 
only twice, and the case of these two passages is 
peculiar), and the word evayyeAiéeo Oa: is frequent both 
in the Gospel and the Acts (in the former it occurs ten 
times and in the latter fifteen times). On the other 
hand, evayyediferOa also is absent from the Gospel of 
John; moreover, it will be sought in vain in Mark, and 
Matthew uses it only once, where he reproduces the 
source Q, which likewise employs it only once (Matt. 
xi. 5= Luke vii. 22). Hence the following table shows 


the distribution ! : — 
evayyeAtoy evayyeAtcer Par 


Q ; ; we 
Mark . : : +. ai 
Matthew (without Q) + a 
Luke (Gospel). — a 
Acts . ; ‘ = ae 
Paul . ; ; + as 
John . : ; — Zs 
Hebrews. : — a 


(A.) The solitary instance of evayyediferOa in Q is 

not a matter of indifference, but yet it cannot in itself 

‘prove very much; it has no technical significance here, 

for Jesus is making use of the phraseology of Isaiah 

Ixi. 1, a passage the very few words of which Luke has 
1 T add Paul and the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
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ascribed to Him on another occasion (iv. 18, “to 
preach the gospel to the poor,” evayyedicac Oat rrwXois). 

(B.) In Mark, 76 evdayyéAcoy occurs seven times,’ five 
times in the mouth of Jesus and twice used by the 
Evangelist himself.2 For the explanation we must start 
with the passage i. 14, 15. Mark writes :— 

“Now after that John was delivered up, Jesus 
came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of God, 
and saying, The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom 
of God is at hand: repent ye, and believe in the 
gospel” (kai wera TO rapadoOjva Tov “lwavyny 
ArAOev 6 "Inoows eis tyv TadwAvalay knpicowy TO 
evayyéAtov® tov Oeod [Kat] Aéywr, OTL TWeTAHpwTAL 
6 Katpos Kal Wyyuev 4 Baciiela Tov Oeov* meTa- 
voetTe Kal mioTeveTE ev TH EVAYyyENiw). 

The words stand in the Gospel of Mark in the most — 
prominent position, for they are the opening words 
(i. 1-13 is introductory). They are meant to indi- 
cate the chief content of the preaching of Jesus. There 
seems to be no doubt about what the word “ Gospel ” is 
intended to mean in the mouth of Jesus and as under- 
stood by Mark. ‘That the time is fulfilled and the rule 


1 And once also in Pseudo-Mark (xvi. 15, “preach the gospel 
to the whole creation,” knptgare 7d ebayyértoy wdon TH krioe). It 
is renarkable that neither here nor elsewhere in Mark is there 
any attempt to define the Gospel more precisely. 

2 i, 15, viii. 35, x. 29, xiii. 10, xiv. 9, i. 1, 14. 

3 The addition ris BactAcias, which many manuscripts give, is 
a “harmonisation” with the text of Matthew. The following 
Hyyixey 7 BactAeta also suggested the addition. 
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of God is at hand must be the content of the Gospel, 
and the Evangelist must have conceived it just in this 
way, for the word must mean the same in the frst 
passage as in the second. Moreover, the Evangelist 
calls it the Gospel of “God” in order to express the 
idea that the glad tidings have God Himself for their 
author, and that Jesus has been commissioned by God 
to proclaim them. This Gospel requires faith, for the 
tidings are not supported by immediate appearances. 
These glad tidings are also sharply distinguished from 
the preaching of the Baptist, for it is characteristic of 
the latter that he proclaims a baptism of repentance 
unto remission of sins (i. 4), and that he points to one 
mightier than himself, who is to come after him (i. 7 f.). 
This Greater One has now appeared and brings the joy- 
ful proclamation that the kingdom of God is at hand. 
But this proclamation is serious as well as joyful, for 
it demands an inner transformation. This demand 
naturally does not belong to the content of the glad 


tidings, but it expresses the condition of entry into the 
kingdom. 

1 Wellhausen writes: “ How can the preaching of repentance 
be described as glad tidings? The Gospel and faith in the Gospel 
come quite suddenly without Jesus entering into any explanations 
about them. For the Jews to whom He spoke these conceptions 
must have been absolutely incomprehensible. They belong to 
the apostolical preaching ; here they are premature.” To this 
view there are many objections to be made. (1) The preaching 
of repentance is by no means described as glad tidings, but the 
two are clearly distinguished. (2) No explanation of such con- 
ceptions as Gospel and faith in the Gospel was necessary, because 
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The next time that the word “the gospel” occurs in — 
Mark is in viii. 35 and then in x. 29. As both passages 
are closely akin, they may be treated together. 

“Whosoever shall lose his life for my sake and 
the gospel’s shall save it” (09 dv amodéoet Thy Wruxny 
avroo évexev mov Kal TOU evayyeALov, Hoel AUTH). 

“There is no man that hath left house or 


they were by no means incomprehensible, it being assumed that 
Gospel means the glad tidings of the nearness of the kingdom. 
What Jew could possibly fail to understand the meaning of this 
announcement ? The only point that will be conceded to Well- 
hausen is that Jesus cannot have expressed Himself so shortly as 
to say, “Repent ye, and believe in the gospel” (ueravoeire nal 
motevere cis Td evayyeAlov), But the Evangelist could formulate 
the preaching thus briefly because he had immediately before 
characterised the Gospel as the glad tidings of the nearness of the 
kingdom. (3) If the words “repent ye and believe in the 
gospel ” had been handed down apart from any context we might 
conjecture that they belonged to the apostolical preaching and 
were here premature. But as they are preceded by the words 
“the time is fulfilled and the kingdom of God is at hand,” and 
also by the mention of the fact that “Jesus came into Galilee 
and preached the gospel of God,” there is no reason to think of 
any hysteron proteron. Moreover, on a near view there is the 
further fact that the formula ueravoetre kad miorevere ev TO evayyerlp 
is not Pauline at all, since the conjunction of peravoeiy and 
morevew 1s quite foreign to Paul, and morebew TG edayyeAlo also 
does not occur in him (“hearken,” swaxovev, Rom. x. 16 and 
2 Thess, i. 8, though in Phil. i. 27 we find “the faith of the 
gospel,” rloris tod edayyeAtov). (4) If Wellhausen’s explanation 
with regard to gospel in i. 15 (=apostolic tidings of Christ) 
were correct, then this word would signify something different in 
verse 15 from what it means in verse 14, for here Wellhausen 
naturally admits (see his note on xiv. 9) that it is the glad tidings 
of the coming of the kingdom, 
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brethren... . for my sake, and for the gospel’s 
sake, but he shall receive a hundredfold,” etc. 
(ovdels eorw Os adikev oikiav  adeAdgors . 
evexev émov Kal evexev Tov evaryyeXiou, av uy AaBY 
EKATOVTATAGTLA K.T-A.). 

Here, as in i. 15, ro evayyédrov stands by itself, and 
in the light of this passage it seems that there can be 
no doubt about the meaning in our other passages. If 
in i. 15 those for whom the good tidings of the 
kingdom are meant were bidden to change their mode 
of life, this change is here defined more exactly as a 
renunciation. It is a new feature that this renunciation 
is demanded not only for the sake of the kingdom but 
also for the sake of Jesus Himself; but on this account 
to alter the meaning of the word “76 evayyédov” and 
to understand it otherwise than in i. 14 and, as we 
have seen, in i. 15 also, seems to me more than rash. 
Yet this is Wellhausen’s view. He writes in a note 
on viii. 35: “ Not for the sake of his gospel but for the 
sake of the gospel; here, too, in Mark, Jesus is not the 
proclaimer but the content of the gospel. “Evexey rot 
evay’yeAlov means almost the same as évexey éuov, the 
gospel is the Christ preached by the apostles.” This 
explanation has no support in the context (in so far as 
it rests on i. 1 it will be referred to below); indeed 
the context is in conflict with it, for it is just in the 
kingdom of God that one shall save his soul and 
receive a hundredfold more than he has lost. That 
fvexev Tov evaryyeAlov and évexey €uov are intended to be 
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a tautology (or a hendiadys) is rendered very improbable 
by the express repetition of évexey in the second phrase. 
Wellhausen is right, I admit, in maintaining—we need 
not cite any particular passages, since the whole plan 
and execution of the Gospel gives evidence of it—that 
for Mark the main thing is the preaching of the crucified 
and risen Christ; but the assumption that Mark attri- 
butes this meaning to the word “gospel” is excluded 
by i. 14, 15, and cannot be proved by viii. 35 and x. 29 
(évexev Tob evayyeXlov). Of course it is possible to find 
it in the €vexey éuov, and the express emphasis laid 
upon this, alongside the évexey Tov evayyeXlov, points in 
this direction, but at the same time—just because the 
words are specially emphasised—it tends to keep the 
idea of “gospel” within the meaning “gospel of the 
kingdom.” 

The other two passages in which gospel occurs in 
Mark in the mouth of Jesus (xiii. 10 and xiv. 9) do 
not give any more precise definition of it; but just 
for this reason it is incumbent upon us to understand 
them in the light of the fundamental passage in the 
beginning (i. 14), where the connotation of the word 
is quite clear, unless it can be shown that there are 
cogent reasons to the contrary. 

“The gospel must first be preached unto all the 
nations” (eis ravra Ta vn rperov det knpvyOjvat 
TO evayyéeALov). 

‘““Wheresoever the gospel shall be preached 
throughout the whole world, that also which this 
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woman hath done shall be spoken of for a memorial 
of her” (dzrov éav xypuxOn TO evayyéAtoy els bdov 
TOV Koocpmov, Kal & érolncéy avrn AaAnOyjoerat ets 
MynLoovvoy avTigs). 

In i. 14 also the subject is the preaching of the 
gospel (kypiccew to evayyédov). When this recurs 
in both the above passages, it follows that 76 evayyéAcov 
cannot mean anything different here from what it 
means there. Wellhausen writes: “The gospel is here 
as always (except i. 14), the proclamation of the apostles 
about Jesus, especially about his passion, death and 
resurrection.” But the “always” covers only the three 
passages i. 15, vill. 35, x. 29; and in those, as we have 
seen, “‘ gospel” means the same as in i. 14. There is 
nothing to indicate that we must assume that it has 
a different connotation in the present passages. 

There is now only one passage remaining, namely, the 
beginning of the book (i. 1 f.): ‘Beginning of the 
gospel of Jesus Christ, even as it is written in Isaiah 
the prophet, Behold I send my messenger,” etc. (apx7 


1 \ , > 
KaOas yeypamrTat ev 


Tov evayyeAiov “Incot Xpicrov, 
to Hoaiag to rpogiry’ Sov amocréAAw Tov ayyerov 
[40U, K.T.A.)- 

Here other commentators besides Wellhausen have 
thought that they must translate “beginning of the 
gospel of Jesus Christ.” After what we have shown 


above, this translation is improbable, for throughout 


1 The addition viod (rod) Ocod is very strong, but it is not 
sufficiently attested. 
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the book, “ gospel” means the gospel (of God ; see i. 14) 
of the nearness of the kingdom. Hence how can it be 
proved that it here means something else? It is said 
that this is the only place where the words ‘Incov 
Xpiorod are added, and further, that the Gospel of 
Mark bears a Pauline stamp. The last is correct, but 
from this it does not follow that Mark imported his 
Pauline theology into the conception of “ gospel”; 

moreover, there is still the further question whether 
“ EvayyéAcov “Incot Xpicrot” in Paul is to be under- 
stood as “Gospel of Jesus Christ” (see below). If 
Mark in using the word “gospel” had thought of 
Christ as its content and had expressed this in his 
title, we should necessarily expect that he would also 
have declared this view in the book itself. But he has 
not done so; rather, where he again takes up the 
conception after a few verses, he designates God as the 
author, Christ as the proclaimer, and the nearness of 
the kingdom as the content of the Gospel. Hence on 
grounds of method it is inadmissible to understand 
the word here in a different sense. “Beginning of the 
gospel of Jesus Christ” must therefore, as Mark meant 
it, be paraphrased as follows: “Here begins the glad 
tidings proclaimed by Jesus Christ of the nearness of 
the kingdom.” For the rest, it is not quite certain 
that the words Iycod Xpicrod are original. They 
are absent in Ireneus iii. 11. 8! and Epiphanius 


1 “Mark, on the other hand, began with the prophetical spirit 
coming down from on high to men, saying, ‘The beginning of 


i 
id 


" 


: 
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li. 6;* elsewhere Mark uses 76 evayyéArov only by itself 
(except i. 14, rod Qeod), and the addition, which was 
soon extended by the further addition “son of God,” 
is very easily explained.2 However, it is no longer 
possible to decide the matter with any certainty. 

(C.) What has Matthew to show? Q did not give 
him the word “gospel,” and in the sections which are 
peculiar to him he has never used it. How, then, has 
he reproduced the passages in which it occurred in 
Mark, his source? He has twice used the passage 
Mark i. 14, 15, and has reproduced it thus (iv. 17, 23): 
“From that time began Jesus to preach and to say, 
Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand. . . . 
And he went about in all Galilee, teaching in their 
synagogues, and preaching the gospel of the kingdom” 
(aro Tore jp£ato 6 Incots Knpiccew Kat éyew pera- 
voeite’ yyikeyv yap 4 Bacireia Tay ovpavav.... 
mepiyyev ev OAn TH LadsAaia, didackwy év Tats ovva- 
ywyais alt av Kal knpicrwy TO evayyéNov THs BactActas); 
the gospel, as it is written in Esaias the prophet’” (Marcus vero a 
prophetico spiritu, ex alto adventente hominibus, initiwm fecit : 
“ Tritium,” dicens “ evangelir, quemadmodum scriptum est in Esara 


propheta”). The Greek text preserved in catene gives the words 
"Inood Xpiorod, but this is not of importance. 


1 “Mark ... . introduces his Gospel with what took place in 
Jordan and says ‘beginning of the gospel, as it is written,’” ete. 
(Mdpxos.... amd ths ev rG “lopSdyn mpayyarelas moietra Thy 


eloaywyhy rod edayyeAtov Kal gnoly: ’Apxh Tod ebayyediou, ds 
yéyparrat, «.7.A.). It is not improbable that Epiphanius here 


goes back to Hippolytus. 
2 Lachmann, Weisse, Ewald and Wellhausen also regard the 


second and third verses as an ancient interpolation. 
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and in ix. 35, “ And Jesus went about all the cities q 
and the villages, teaching in their synagogues, and — 
preaching the gospel of the kingdom” (vepujyev 6 
"Inoovs Tas ToAES Tacas Kal Tas Kamas, OOaTKwy- eV — 
Tals cuvayeryais avTGy Kat Knpiocwy TO evayyéeALoY TIS — 
Bacirelas). Matthew thus understood Mark just as — 
we have understood him, and has limited and defined — 
the word “ gospel” by the addition rig BaciAcias. He © 
has done exactly the same in xxiv. 14 as compared ‘ 
with Mark xiii. 10—he has again added rijp BaciAelas 
to ro evayyédov. On the other hand, in xxvi. 13 
(cf. Mark xiv. 9) he has given up the addition rijg _ 
Bacrelas because he has added rovro.! These are q 
all the passages in which 70 evayyéAcoy occurs in — 
Matthew, for in the other two passages where it stands — 
in Mark (viii. 35, x. 29), Matthew has dropped it,? and — 
contented himself with évexey éuov or évexey Tov émov 
dvon.atos.. If this is so, it follows that Matthew con-— 
sidered the double expression superfluous: he did not, 
however, strike out évecey éuov but vexey evayyeXiou, — 
and by this he has shown that in his eyes the former — 
is more important than the latter. Hence the infor- 
mation we can gain from Matthew as regards the — 
conception “gospel” is hardly more than negative. — 
He not only adds nothing to Mark, whom he has ~ 


1 Meaning “this gospel now being proclaimed.” 
2 Matt. xvi. 25 and xix. 29, $ 
8 Unless the verses in Matthew and Mark are not derived from — 
the tradition represented by Q, and Mark has here made an — 
addition of hisown. Of. also Luke. 
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rightly understood, but he also restricts to some 
extent the use of the word “gospel.” But yet he has 
coined or introduced the expression “ the gospel of the 
kingdom,” which goes beyond Mark to some extent, 
inasmuch as according to Mark, the expression, strictly 
speaking, must have run “the gospel of the nearness 
of the kingdom.” In the form in which Matthew 
gives it, the formula can and perhaps even must be 
understood in such a way that we are to think of the 
proclamation of the nature and content of the kingdom, 
and this really corresponds to the significance which 
Matthew in his Gospel attributes to the description of 
the nature of the kingdom (see the Beatitudes, the 
Sermon on the Mount). 

(D.) It is characteristic of the special relationship 
subsisting between the Gospels of Luke and John that 
they both make no use of the expression evayyéAov. 
But how has Luke dealt with the passages where he 
read it in Mark? The first passage (Mark i. 14, 15) 
he has thus reproduced (iv. 43 f., after the story of the 
first public appearance of Jesus): “ He said unto them, 
I must preach the gospel of the kingdom of God to the 
other cities also: for therefore was I sent. And he 
was preaching in the synagogues of Galilee” (fev 
mpos avrovs, OTL Kal Tais érépais wodecw evayyeXi- 
gacOai we Set tTyv Bacirelay Tov Oeov, Ott eri TovTO 
GmectaAny' Kat Av Knpioowy eis TAS TUVAywyas THs 
TadAaias). He has thus reproduced the subject- 
matter correctly but has dropped the word evayyéduov. 


288 CONSTITUTION & LAW: OF THE CHURCH 


As regards Mark viii. 35, he has in ix. 24 adopted the 
same course as Matthew, and has contented himself 
with évexev éuod, but as regards Mark x. 29 he has, on 
the contrary, in xviii. 29 put aside évexev éuov and for 
évexev Tou evayyeAiov he has written évexev THs BactAelas 
tov Qeov, which is correct as regards the subject-matter. 
Thus he has again purposely avoided the word evay- 
yéAvoy and, as in iv. 43, has inserted the “kingdom,” 
which really amounts to the same. The saying that 
the Gospel must first be preached to all nations he has 
not taken over at all, or (xxi. 9) has replaced it by a 
colourless phrase “these things must needs come to 
pass first” (de? ratra yevéoOa: tp@rov). Finally, since 
he makes no mention of the anointing in Bethany, 
Mark xiv. 9 is wanting and the allusion to the Gospel 
there. 

In the Acts of the Apostles, Luke has twice used the 
word evayyédtov. In xv. 7 he makes Peter at the so- 
called Council of the Apostles say that God has chosen 
him in order that through him “the Gentiles should 
hear the word of the gospel, and believe” (axotoa Ta 
€0vn Tov AOyov TOU evayyeAiov Kat TisTevTa). What 
is the exact meaning of “gospel” here cannot be 
determined. It is not allowable simply to foist upon 
Peter, or rather Luke, the Pauline conception of the 
Gospel. In xx. 24 Paul speaks to the presbyters of 
Ephesus, and says that the office entrusted to him by 
the Lord Jesus is “to testify the gospel of the grace 
of God” (dtanaptipacOa Td evayyédvov THs YaptTos 
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tov Qeov). The feeling at the back of this is really 
Pauline. But it is not by chance that the word is 
used only in two speeches and not in Luke’s own 
narrative. We see here another instance of Luke’s 
accuracy and fidelity in the Acts, which so often strikes 
us and is not absent even from the “speeches.” He 
himself holds fast in this book also to his renuncia- 
tion of the word “gospel”; in the speeches of Peter 
and Paul, however, he does not change it, but keeps 
it—in Paul’s speech characteristically defined and 
limited. 

(E.) Luke avoids the word ro evayyédtov, but he has 
used evayyed/fera no less than twenty-five times. 
For him this word was not a technical term in the 
strictest sense. In the first place, it is not limited in 
his pages to Jesus, the apostles and missionaries, but 
is also used of angels (Luke i. 19, ii. 20), and even of 
John the Baptist (Luke iii. 18). Then the content of 
the glad tidings varies. ‘Ten times this content is not 
given at all, it being thus assumed that the reader can 
supply it for himself (Luke iii. 18, iv. 18, vii. 22, ix. 6, 
xx. 1; Acts viii. 25, 40, xiv. 7, 21, xvi. 10 [“we” 
section]). Thrice the only addition is the general 
term tov Adyov or Tatra (Luke i. 19; Acts viii. 4, 
xy. 35). Once 7 yapa (Luke ii. 10) and once 7 ecpyyy 
(Acts x. 36) is the content of the glad tidings, and 
once (Acts xiv. 15) it is followed by a final clause, “ We 
bring you good tidings, that ye should turn from these 
vain things unto the living God” SEEN Soest 
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iuas ard TOUTWY TaY MaTalwy émioTpEepelv émt Qeov 
tara). Thrice 4 Bacidreta forms the object (Luke 
iv. 43, viii. 1, xvi. 16), five times Jesus Christ (Acts 
v. 42, viii. 35, xi. 20, xiii. $2, xvii. 18),! and once both 
the kingdom and Jesus Christ are the subject of the glad 
tidings (Acts viii. 12). 

The last nine passages are the most important, 2. 
it is to be observed that the kingdom of God appears 
as the sole object of the good tidings only in the 
Gospel and not in the Acts, and that, on the other 
hand, Jesus Christ is the object only in the Acts and 
not in the Gospel.2 The sole passage in which the 
two are combined stands accordingly in the Acts 
(viii. 12, “Philip preaching good tidings concerning 

1 We cannot count Acts x. 36 among these passages (“ preaching 


the gospel of peace by Jesus Christ,” evayyertCouevos eiphynv did 
"Inood Xptorov), for here Jesus appears purely as the means by 
which the tidings are realised. 

2 The five passages are as follows. In v. 42 it is said of the 
apostles in Jerusalem, “they ceased not to teach and to preach 
Jesus as the Christ” (ot« ématoyro SiddcKovtes Kad edaryyearrCduevor 
tT Xpiordy *lnoody); in vill. 35 of Philip, “beginning from this 
scripture he preached unto him Jesus” (dpiéuevos amd ris ypadis 
ravtns einyyeAloato adit Toy Incody) ; in xi. 20, of the missionaries 
from Cyprus and Cyrene, “they spake unto the Greeks, also 
preaching the Lord Jesus” (éAdAovy kad mpos Tovs “EXAnvas, 
edayyeAr(suevor Toy Kdpioy "Incody); in xiii. 32, of Paul in the 
Pisidian Antioch, “we bring you good tidings of the promise 
made unto the fathers, how that God hath fulfilled the same 

. in that he raised up Jesus” (que?s buds edayyedrCducOa Thy 
mpos tTods marépas emayyeAlav yevoueyny, Sri tadrnv 6 Beds exme- 
mAnpwKey ... . dvarthoas Inoody), and in xvii. 18 the Athenians 


say of Paul, “he preached Jesus and the resurrection” (rdv ’Incooy 
Kat rhy dvdoraow ednyyert(ero), 
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the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ,” 
PDitiaros evayyerrkouevos wept tHe BaciAelas Tod Ocot 
kat Tov dvduaros "Incot Xpicrod). Here again how 
careful and true to history is Luke’s procedure! He 
knows and accurately reports that Jesus proclaimed the 
kingdom of God as glad tidings, while the apostles 
similarly proclaimed the Lord Jesus Christ. But why 
he has avoided the expression “gospel” while he uses 
evayyeriferOa: so frequently, and why John has 
avoided both words—this question, unfortunately, I 
am unable to answer satisfactorily.2 Here, however, 


1 Of. also the conclusion of the book (xxviii. 31): “ Preaching 
the kingdom of God and teaching the things concerning the Lord 
Jesus Christ” (xnptoowr thy Bacirelay rod Bed Kal diddoKwy To meph 
Tov Kupiov Inoov Xpiorov). 

2 It is impossible to regard this absence of the word as due to 
chance. Nor can it be accidental that Luke and John are here 
in agreement (as so often elsewhere). Hence we must seek for 
some reason which is applicable to both. We may think of 
two; both may have avoided the word ecdayyeAwy because it is 
wanting in the Septuagint (see above), or they may have avoided 
it because it was offensive to the readers for whom they primarily 
wrote (either because in their eyes the meaning “messenger’s 
reward” clung to it, or because the word seemed to be desecrated 
by its use in heathen religions—see the inscription of Priene ; 
elsewhere, however, Luke and John do not shrink from using 
such words). As Luke so consistently uses edayyerlecOu and 
just as consistently avoids etayyéAvoy when he makes J esus speak 

or speaks himself, the difficulty cannot have lain in the idea 
but purely in the substantive form of the word. It is remarkable 
that Paul introduced the word with such emphasis immediately 
before and made it one of the chief words in the preaching of 
the Christian religion. It is also remarkable that J ohn avoids 
ebayyeaiCecba: as well as edayyéAov. ‘The matter remains obscure ! 
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a clear light is thrown on the “ Paulinism” of Luke; — 


the expression which was quite indispensable to Paul is 
wanting in Luke the “ pupil of Paul”! This is not the 
only fact of this kind. I have already shown in my 
studies on Luke how strictly the popular ideas about 
Luke as a pupil of Paul must be limited. 


2. Tur ApostLE Pau 
Evayyérrov and evayyediferPa: are conceptions which 
are specially characteristic of the preaching of Paul. 
The former word occurs in all his Epistles (in the two 


Epistles to Timothy also, though not in the Epistle to — 


Titus), and altogether it is used sixty times, while we 
find the latter twenty times (in Romans, 1 Corinthians, 
2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, and 1 Thessa- 
lonians). Moreover, as regards evayyeAferOa we 
observe the same as in Luke, ze. it is not exclusively a 
technical term,! for in 1 Thess. iii. 6 Paul can write of 
‘Timothy, “ he brought us glad tidings of your faith and 
love” (eUyyyeNioato nuly Thy TicTW Kal THY GyaTny 
vuov). Usually, to be sure, the phrase is, “to preach 
the gospel,” whether the word evayyeAiferOar is used 
by itself (as in Rom. i. 15, xv. 20; 1 Cor. i. 17, ix. 16 
twice, ix. 18; 2 Cor. x. 16; Gal. i. 8, 9, iv. 18), oe 
whether evayyéAcov is added (1 Cor. xv. 1 twice; 
2 Cor. xi.'7; Gal. i. 11). Paul in 1 Cor. i. 17 uses the 


word to describe the whole of his work as an apostle, — 


} Against von Dobschtitz, Komment. z. Thessal., p. 86. 
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“Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the 
gospel is (ovK améorretNey Me Xpicros Bamwri¢ew GAG 
evayyeriferOa). In (tacit) quotations it stands in 
Rom. x. 15 (evayyeriferOar dyaOd) and Eph. ii. 17. 
In the last passage it is used of Jesus, “he preached 
peace to you” (euyyyeXicaro etpivyv ipiv). Only three 
passages remain in which Paul attaches a more special 
object to evayyerlfecOa: Gal. i. 23, “he preacheth 
the faith of which he once made havock ” (evayyertlerat 
Thy TisTW iW Tore érép9e); Eph. iii. 8, “to preach 
the unsearchable riches of Christ” (evayyedicacOat To 
aveEtxviastov wAovTos To’ Xpicrov); Gal. i. 16, “to 
reveal his son in me, that I might preach him” 
(amoxadvWar Tov vidv avTov év éuol, va edayyertComat 
avtov). Hence instead of “to preach the gospel” 
(evayyertfecPar tro evayyédvov) Paul has once said 
“to preach the faith” (evayyerifecOar tv ictw), 
once “to preach the riches of Christ” (evayyerifer Oat 
TO TAovTos Tov Xpicrov), and once, “to preach the 
son” (evayyertfecOar Tov viov); as a rule, however, 
he has not expressed himself in this way, but has 
written kypiccew tov Xpicrov. Some neuter object 
is implied after edayyediGerOa, because it is used of 
tidings; to connect it with a person as object seems 
to have been felt as a paradox. Hence in only one 
_passage evayyediferOa: is directly connected with “ the 
Son of God.” 

In Paul evayyéduov, like edayyertferOar, stands most 
frequently by itself and without any more precise 
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definition (thirty-four times thus).1_ He thus counts 
on his readers knowing without any further explana- 
tion what is to be understood by the word. Its con- 
tent, as we may conjecture from the passages, is not 
something special, but God’s plan of salvation, con- 
tained in the Old Testament as a promise, and realised 
through Jesus Christ (in this connection the conception 
“kingdom of God” plays no part; although it is 
familiar to Paul, he never brought it into direct 
connection with the “gospel”).2 But the way in 
which Paul uses the word makes it also improbable 
that he was the first to introduce it, and that it was 
practically unknown in the Palestinian communities. 
We get rather the impression that it belongs to the 
indispensable minimum of Christian ideas,’ just as 


1 In the MS. tradition there persists a certain tendency to add 
Tod Xpiorod (see on Rom i, 16, 1 Cor. ix. 18; in Rom, xv. 29 even 
rod evayyeAlov Tod Xpiotod is interpolated). 

2 When Paul writes in 1 Cor. iv. 20, “the kingdom of God is 
not in word but in power” (otk ev Adyp 7 BactArcla Tod Bcod, GAA’ ev 
duvduer), he certainly might have written 7d evayyéAcov instead of 
n Bactrcla (see Rom, i. 16, “the gospel is the power of God,” 
7d edayyértoy Sivauts Geod éotw). Moreover, we must not under- 
estimate the significance of the conception of 4 BaoiAeéa in Paul. 
He gets the frequently used expression, “to inherit the kingdom ” 
(kAnpovopeiy thy BactAelav) from primitive Christian tradition (see 
Matt. xxy. 34), and where # Baotdela occurs in him it stands in the 
most significant position. We probably get nearer to the thought 
of Paul if we understand his Gospel as a gospel of the kingdom of 
God, than if we take it exclusively as a gospel of Christ. Yet the 
apostle has said neither the one nor the other (see below). 

3 This is the view taken by von Dobschiitz, lc. We can infer 
the Palestinian origin of the technical use of the word from the 
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much as “the Father,” “the Son,” “the Spirit,” “ the 
kingdom of God,” “the Church,” etc. (6 TaTHp, 0 UVLOs; 
TO Tvevua, 7 Bacirela Tod Oeod, 4 exkAyoia).! The 
addition of “of salvation,” “of peace” (ris swTnplas, 
THs etpyvys, Eph. i. 13, vi. 15), is explained, if that is 
necessary, by the passages in Isaiah.? 


fact that according to Acts xxi. 8 (“we” section) Philip in 
Caesarea bore the name ‘‘evangelist”; it was only in Palestine, 
however, that he carried on his missionary work. Elsewhere in 
the New Testament the word “evangelist” occurs in Eph. iv. 11 
and 2 Tim. iv. 5; at a later period it occurs several times, though 
even then it is not frequent. It is obvious that edayyertCerOat 
was the technical term used of the Christian missionaries, and 
evaryyéAtoy was thus the technical description of the content of the 
Christian preaching. 

1 In one passage—it is unique of its kind—evayyéAuy means 
simply the Christian epoch (Phil. iv. 15, “in the beginning 
of the gospel,” év dpxf rod edayyediov). How familiar must have 

been the conception! 2 Cor. viii. 18 also presupposes a less 
sharply defined meaning, as well as several passages in the Epistle 
to the Philippians. If Iam not mistaken, a general progress in 
the extension of the meaning can be observed from Thessalonians 
to Philippians. In Phil. i. 13 the expression éy rots decpois 
Tod evayyeAtov is probably to be translated “in the bonds into 
which the gospel has brought me.” As far as the definition of 
the conception “gospel” is concerned, the passage amounts to 
nothing. 

2 But cdlewv (cwrnpla) and edayyéAtoy are kindred ideas in Paul, 
and on this account are very frequently found together. See 
Rom. i. 16, x. 18-15; 1 Cor. ix. 18-22, xv.2; 2 Cor. ii. 12-15 ; 
Eph. i. 13; Phil. i. 27, 28; 2 Thess, ii. 13 f.; 2 Tim. i 8 f,, 

ji. 8 ff; 2 Cor. iv. 4. “The gospel of the glory of Christ” 
(1d edayyértoy THs Sdéns Tod Xpiorod) stands by itself. Thrice (Gal. 
ii. 5, 14; Col. i. 5) the expression “the truth of the gospel” 
(4 GAHGera Tod evayyeAfov) occurs in Paul. What is meant is the 
truth which the Gospel contains (in the context in Galatians it is 
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EvayyéAcov is in Pauline usage not only the content 4 
of the Christian religion but also the preaching of this | ; 
content.! In so far as it is the former Paul calls it 
evayyéX.ov (Tov) Geos (Rom. i. 1, xv. 16; 2 Cor. xi. 1g 
TeThess. 41.2) ii) Sain oe ft ieee in so far 3 
as it is the latter he calls it evayyéAcov pov (Rom. ii. 16, — 
xvi. 25; cf. 2 Tim. ii. 8), or juav (2 Cor. iv. 3; 
1 Thess. i. 5; 2 Thess. ii, 14). In both cases the 
meaning is unmistakable. The genitives denote the — 
author, in the second case the author who gives it 7 
forth in teaching and preaching. With an unmis- — 
takable self-consciousness Paul speaks, it is true, of — 
“his” Gospel, but this self-consciousness comes at — 
least as plainly into view in passages where “ wou” does 
not occur, and it must nowhere be understood as though 
he meant that he had a materially different gospel 


quite obviously the truth that salvation does not come from the 
Law but from what Christ has accomplished). 

1 It is only in Rom. i. 1 f. that we find any tendency towards 
a definition of the term “gospel”: “an apostle, separated unto 
the gospel of God, which he promised afore by his prophets in 
the holy scriptures, concerning his Son, who was born of the — 
seed of David,” etc. (ardcroros a@wpicuévos els edayyértov Ocod b — 
mpoernyyelAato 5: tev TpopyTay adtod év ypapats aylats wep! Tod 
viod abtot, rod yevoudvou éx omépuatos Aaveld, k.7.A.). Though the 
Gospel is described as a gospel wep) roi vivid, yet the Son is not put — 
simply as the sole content of the Gospel—at least the passage need 4 
not be understood in this way—but the further idea may be — 
expressed that the Gospel cannot be separated from this Son, te. — 
that one can get it only through the Son (see below). The 
passage in Rom. i. 16 (the Gospel as “the power of God unto ~ 
salvation,” ddvauis cod els owrnplav) affords a final definition of _ 
the Gospel. 


GOSPEL IN PAUL 297 


_ from the rest of the apostles, for Paul is the very one 
who teaches that there is only one Gospel, the Gospel 
of God. 

Besides the genitives roi Qcod and mov there also 
occurs in the Pauline Epistles rod Xpiorod (or Tov 
kuptov uav "Incod and tov viov), though not very 
frequently (ten times)! It is an old dispute, the 
decision of which is not a matter of indifference, 
whether in these cases we are to interpret as “Christ’s 
gospel” [%.e. the Gospel proclaimed by Christ] or 
“Gospel of [7.c. consisting of] Christ” [%.e. the Gospel 
concerning Christ]. If the latter is correct, we shall 
be inclined to supply “the gospel of Christ” wherever 
the word “gospel” stands by itself, and consequently 
to attribute to Paul a very definite and limited con- 
ception of “gospel.” It is true that there can be no 
doubt that Christ belongs pre-eminently to the content 
of the Gospel, but there is an essential difference whether 
‘Paul directly included in the conception the content 
and the exposition of the Gospel,? in addition to and 
in conjunction with Christ, the grace and love of God, 
the sending and the working of the Holy Spirit, 


1 Rom. 1. 9, tod viod airod, Rom. xv. 19; 1 Cor. ix. 12; 2 Cor. 
li, 12, ix. 13, x. 14; Gal. i. vii.; Phil. i. 27 (here the rod Xpiorot 
is not quite certain). 1 Thess. iii 2, rod Xpiorod ; 2 Thess. i. 8, 
rod xuplov quay *Inoov. Nowhere does the context in itself decide 
‘how the genitive is to be understood. 

2 The breadth of the conception “gospel” in Paul is most clearly 
shown in Rom. ii. 16, whether we understand kara rd ebayyérrdy 
pov as denoting a standard of judgment, or paraphrase it thus: 
“as I preach in my gospel.” 
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justification and eternal life, besides the promise in — 
the Old Testament, etc., or whether for him the Gospel — 
in the strict sense was the preaching of the Crucified — 
and Risen Christ. That for him this preaching was — 
the gospel in a nutshell, and that accordingly he could — 
say even once evayyerlferOar Tov viov—yet evayyerl- 
€erOa is really not so technical as evayyéAuov, see 

above—is indeed certain, but even by the admission 


of this, it is by no means decided that evayyéALov Tov 
Xpicrod means “ Gospel of [2.e. concerning] Christ,” and 
that the conception “gospel,” wherever it stands by 
itself, must be understood in this way. 

The contrary is much more probable, and indeed it — 
seems to me almost certain, for :— 

(1) The genitives tov @cov and mov used after 
evayyéAov, Which are undoubtedly subjective geni- 
tives, suggest very strongly that rod Xpicrod also 
is to be understood in the same way. 

(2) The conception evayyeriferOai, evayyérrov, 
implies as its object, not a person but a thing 
(see above). If the words are to be applied to 
a person, we should expect epi (see Rom. i. 1, 
evayyéAtov Oeod 0 mpoetnyyeiAaro wept Tov viod 
avrov); hence Xpirrot is subjective genitive. 

(3) Analogy with the familiar expressions, 6 
Adyos Tov Oeot (Tov Kupiov), 6 Adyos TOO Xpiorov 
(Col. iii. 16; cf. 1 Tim. vi. 3), 6 vouos Tob Xpicrod, 
TO wapTpioy Tov Oeov, Tov Xpicrov, Tov Kupiou, 


To Knpvyua Inoot Xpicrod, where the genitives are 


a 
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all subjective, makes it probable that evdayyéAcov 
tov Xpicrov is to be understood in the same way. 

(4) Instead of evayyé ALov tou Xpicrov, Paul 
says in 2 Thess. i. xviii., edayyéAvov To’ Kupiov 
npov "Inco. It is extremely improbable that 
this solemn but not “Christological” expression 
is an objective genitive, hence tov Xpicrov also 
will not be such a genitive. 

(5) Marcion is not the only expounder of Paul 
who was more Pauline than Paul himself; numerous 
modern commentators also are inclined to take 
the Pauline ideas as far as possible by themselves, 
and to isolate them from the primitive Christian 
world of thought. To primitive Christianity is 
due the idea that, because the Gospel is the Gospel 
of God and because Jesus has proclaimed it, it 
has in this origin its greatest importance and its 
supreme significance. Compare especially 2 Cor. 
v. 20, “We are ambassadors therefore on behalf 
of Christ, as though God were intreating by us” 
(vrep Xpictot ovv tpecBevouey ws Tov Ocov mapa- 
KaAdouvros Ou’ nuov); Gal. iv. 14, “ye received me 
as an angel of God, even as Christ Jesus” (ws 
ayyerov Geo edé€acbé we, we Xpiorov ‘Incovr); 
and Rom. xv. 18, “I will not dare to speak 
of any things save those which Christ wrought 
through me, for the obedience of the Gentiles” 
(ov ToAunTw TL Aare dv OU KaTeLpyaraTo XpirTos 


bu éuov els UTakony eOver). 
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The author, too, of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
announces it as the most conclusive fact that God 
hath now spoken unto us through the Son (i. 2); 
that salvation has been confirmed first through 
the Lord Himself and then through His disciples 
in their preaching (ii. 3); and that Jesus is “the 
apostle” of our confession (iii. 1). The supreme 
fact is that the apostles are entrusted by Christ 
with the proclamation of the tidings, which He 
Himself proclaimed as delivered to Him by God, 
and that they are thus messengers of God and of 
Christ. Therefore the gospel which they preach 
is not only the Gospel of God but also the Gospel 
of Christ, and both in the same sense.! In addi- 


1 Zahn takes this view, Introduction to the New Testament 
(Eng. trans.), vol. ii. pp. 459 ff., and gives a detailed statement of 
his reasons. But von Dobschiitz (l.c., p. 86) again upholds the 
meaning “gospel of Christ.” He adduces six arguments, which, 
however, are easily refuted. Firstly, he points to the analogous 
phrases edayyéArov ris ddtns ToD Xpio rod, Or THs owt aplas, THs elphyns ; 
but these analogies prove nothing, since we are dealing in them 
with things and not with persons. Secondly, he brings in the 
expression evayyeriCecIau Tov vidy, but this expression occurs only 
once, and edayyeAlCer Oa: is not so exclusively technical as edayyéAtov. 
Thirdly, the expression mior:s Xpiorod (Gal. ii. 16) is said to prove 
that edayyéArov Xpiorod must be an objective genitive; but rlotis 
and ebayyéAiov are by no means on the same level. Fourthly, 
besides the subjective genitive @e09 Paul indicates the content of 
the Gospel by wep 70d viod (Rom. i. 1 f.), but just for this very 
reason it is improbable that the simple genitive Xp:orod denotes 
the content. Fifthly, in Rom. xv. 19 the edayyéarov Xpiorod is to be 
explained by verse 20, ebayyeAlCer Oat odx Srv dvoudcOn Xptords (“to 
preach the gospel not where Christ was already named”) is also 
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tion, it is true of Christ Himself (Eph. ii. 17), 
“He came and preached good tidings of peace 
to you that were far off and peace to them that 
were nigh” (eOwv eiyyyeAicaro eipiyny bulv Trois 
paKpay Kat eipiyny Trois eyyis). 

In the Christian doctrine of the West since the 
time of Augustine a sharp opposition has been 
developed both in substance and form between Law 
and Gospel, and the grounds for this opposition have 
been sought in the Epistles of Paul. But Paul himself, 
although the opposition corresponds on the whole to 
his own conviction, has never stated it in this form. 
Where he speaks of vduos he never mentions evayyéduov, 
and vice versu.. Elsewhere, too, in the New Testament 
there is no passage to support the antithesis “law and 
gospel.” The nearest approach to such a passage is 


an objective genitive. But in the preceding verse 18 (see above), 
Christ appears as the author: hence, if anyone persists in arguing 
here from the context, it is at least as natural to go back to this 
verse as to verse 20. Finally, von Dobschiitz appeals to Rom. 
i. 9, and 1 Thess, iii. 1, where an author (God) is already 
mentioned, and then follows ebayyéAtoy Xpicrod. But in both 
cases God is introduced, not as author of the Gospel but in another 
relation (“I serve God in my spirit in the gospel of his Son,” and 
“Timothy, our brother and God’s minister in the gospel of 
Christ”), so that there is no question of two authors being named. 
Even if there were, this would be nothing to stumble at. In 
Eph. v. 5 it is said “no fornicator . . . . hath any inheritance in 
the kingdom of Christ and God” (xas xdpvos.... om tye 
wanpovoplay dv 7H Basthelg rod Xpiorod Kal Geod). 

1 The two words seem actually to avoid one another in Paul, 
iz, they seem to be entirely disparate. In the connections in 
which “law ” occurs in Paul we never find “ gospel,” and vice versa. 
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Rom. x. 4 (“Christ the end of the law,” réXos vouou 
Xpisrds), and belonging to a later period (John i. 17), 
where, however, the word evayyédrov is avoided, as 
everywhere else in John. The fact that Paul has not 
coined the formula which seems to be so closely akin 
to his mode of thought, is, in my opinion, a further 
proof that for him “gospel” was not in the strictest 
sense “ Gospel concerning Christ,” but possesses a wider 
meaning, so that it could not be simply opposed to the 
much narrower conception vouos (épya vouov and 
mists, vomos and Xpicros are antitheses). This is 
confirmed, lastly, by the fact that—besides cwrnpia 
and evayyéArov\—eérrayyeNlia and evayyéALoy or evay- 
yeriferOar (as promise and realisation) are for Paul 
and Luke the correlative conceptions, and that there- 
fore evayyéAov is to be understood in just as wide a 
sense as émayyedla. See Rom. i. 1 f., “the gospel of 
God, which he promised afore . . . . concerning his 
Son” (edayyéAtov Oeov, 6 mpoernyyeiAato .... Tept 
Tov viov avtov); Eph. iii. 6, “that the Gentiles are 
fellow-heirs and fellow-members of the body, and 
fellow-partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus through 
the gospel” (efvar ta €Ovy ocvyxAnpovoua kat cioowua 
Kal TUMMETOXA Tis emayyeNlas ev Xpirt@ "Inood dia TOO 
evayyeAlov); and Acts xiii. 32 (Paul’s speech), “we 


1 On owrnpia and ebayyércov in Paul see above. For Luke of. 
Acts xvi. 10, 17, “to preach the gospel unto them” (edayyeAlcacbat 


avrous), and “they proclaim a way of salvation” (xatayyéAovow 
683dv owrnplas). 
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bring you good tidings of the promise made unto the 
fathers, how that God hath fulfilled the same” (jpeis 
umas evayyeACoueOa tHv pds matépas émaryyeAtav 
yevouerny, OTL TavTyv 6 Beds exremAnpwxev. Hence 
érayyedia and evayyéAcov—as promise and fulfilment 
—which are both tov Oeov, cover the same ground as 
regards their contents. The former is proclaimed by 
the prophets, the latter by Christ, who then entrusted 
His apostles with this proclamation. This view, which 
is that of Paul, shows that the formula “Gospel of [#.e. 
concerning | Christ” is too narrow, however certain it is 
that the Gospel has for its main subject the preaching of 
Christ, and however certainly it might therefore be said, 
and was said by Paul, “the Son of God is preached” (6 
vids TOU Beod evayyeAiGera:) and “ the gospel concerning 
the Son of God” (ro evayyédLtov rept Tov viov Tov Beod). 


3. Tue Rest or THE NEw TESTAMENT, WITH 
CiemMentT, Hermas, AND BarNABAS 


As regards evayyédrov and evayyerifer Oa the First 
Epistle of Peter shows its close kinship with the 
Epistles of Paul. Just as Paul speaks of obedience 
with regard to the Gospel, so we read here, iv. 17, 
of “them that obey not the gospel of God” (daze 
Motvres TH TOU Oeov evayyeAlw). Notice in this con- 
nection the Pauline rod cot and the assumption that 
the conception “Gospel of God” is familiar to the 
readers. EvayyeAiferQac occurs thrice in the Epistle, 
and indeed of evayyeAtoapevor (i. 12) are the apostles 
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or the missionaries. ‘The word which they proclaimed 
is called in i. 25, “the word of good tidings which 
was preached unto you” (10 pjua TO evayyedroOev 
eis vas), and of the preaching of salvation to the 
dead it is said, iv. 6, “the gospel was preached even 
unto the dead” (evyyyedicOy vexpots). Hence evay- 
yerigerOa, in the Epistle of Peter, is just as technical 
as evayyédov. In the Epistle to the Hebrews, on 
the other hand, it is not technical, for in the only 
two passages where it occurs (evayyéArov is absent) 
it is used also of the preaching which took place 
under the Old Covenant, and therefore of the éray- 
yeAla (iv. 2, 6). It is used in the same way in the 
Apocalypse x. 7, “according to the good tidings 
which he declared to his servants the prophets” (a¢ 
eunyyéArtcev + ToUs EavTov JovAOvs Tovs tpogyras); in 
the second passage in the book, however, where it 
is used in connection with evayyéArov, the Gospel of 
Christ is not meant, but an entirely new Gospel (xiv. 6, 
“JT saw an angel... . having an eternal gospel to 
proclaim unto them that dwell on the earth,” e?ov 
dyyedov . . . « €xovTa evayyéALoy alwvov evaryye- 
Noa ext rove KaOnuévous et rhe yic) Yet “the 
eternal gospel” presupposes the historical, for only 
thus can the name be explained. But the more pre- 
cise sense in which it is meant remains obscure. ‘This 
exhausts all that the New Testament has to offer as 
regards evayyéAtov and evayyeri€er Oar. 
1 [Harnack has ebnyyéacow.—Ep., ] 
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What we find in the First Epistle of Clement, which 
is contemporary with the Apocalypse, is very im- 
portant. In c. 42 it is said, “the apostles received 
the gospel for us from the Lord Jesus Christ; Jesus 
Christ was sent forth from God... . Having there- 
fore received a charge, and having been fully assured 
through the resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ 

. they went forth with the glad tidings that 
the kingdom of God should come” (of dadcrodor 
nuty [jpov, Lat.] evayyeXaOncav! aro Tov Kuptov "Inco 
Xpistov, “Incovs 6 Xpictos aro Tov Ocod é&eréeupOn 

. Tapayyerlas otv NaBdvtes Kat rAnpopopyOévtes 
dia THs avacTacews Tov Kupiov "Incov Xpictov .... 
efpr\Oov evayyerArCouevor THY Bacirelay Tov Oeot péAdEw 
épxeo Gan). 

According to this, Jesus preached the Gospel to 
the apostles, and the content of the glad tidings of 
the apostles was the nearness of the kingdom of God. 
Consequently Clement, going past Paul, agrees with 
Mark and Matthew, and teaches us that in the Roman 
community the ancient view of the proclamation of 
the Gospel lived on in memory. On the other hand, 
c. 47, “in what manner did Paul write unto you in 
the beginning of the gospel” [the missionary preach- 
ing]? (riva tpdrov? 6 LatAos tiv? & apxXn Tov 


1 Passive as Matt. xi. 5 (Luke vii. 22); Luke xvi. 16; 
Gal. i. 11; Heb. iv. 2,6; 1 Pet. ii. 15, iv. 6. 

2 So the Latin ; the other authorities read +f wpdroy, 

3 To you Corinthians. 


20 
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evayyeAlov éypaev) recalls Phil. iv. 15 and may prob- 
ably be regarded as based on this passage. ‘This is 
the only passage in the Epistle where ro evayyéAvov 
occurs, and here it is purely a mark of time. As it 
is elsewhere absent from this very extensive document, 
we may conjecture that for the author or the Roman 
community it no longer belonged to the conceptions 
that were absolutely necessary for them in their work 
of edification. This is confirmed by the “Shepherd” 
of Hermas. Here evayyédcov and evayyeAiferOa are 
entirely absent. In Rome, evayyéAvov, in the sense 
in which Paul employed it, dropped out of use soon 
after the period of Clement. The so-called second 
Epistle of Clement also gives evidence of this. In 
the only passage where the word occurs in this docu- 
ment (by Bishop Soter) it already signifies the Gospel 
fixed in writing (c. 8, “the Lord saith in the gospel,” 
Neyer 0 KUpLos ev TH evayyedio). “ Barnabas” has, 
in xiv. 9, repeated the passage from Isa. lxi. 1, 2, 
“to preach the gospel to the humble” (evayyeAicacOau 
Tamewois yap). On this he writes in v. 9, “ when 
he chose his own apostles, who were to proclaim his 
gospel” oe Tous idtous amroatdAous Tovs uéAXOVTAS 
knpvoce TO evayyéAtoy avTod é€eNéEaTo, K.T.d.), and 
in viii. 3 he explains the “children who sprinkle” 
(pavrigovres maides, Num. xix. 2 f.) as “they that 


1 [Lightfoot, in his text of The A postolic Fathers (1891), as also 
H. B. Swete in his Old Testament in Greek (1894), omit xdpw in 


this passage.—EpD. ] 
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have preached unto us the forgiveness of sins and the 
purification of our heart, to whom he gave authority 
over the gospel, that they should preach it” (of 
evayyeAtcamevot nuiy Thy apeow auapTiav Kal Tov 
ayvuouwov Ths Kapdlas, ots edwxev Too evayyedlov Ty 
éfovolay .... els TO Kypvocew). Here there is much 
that is instructive: the preaching of the Gospel 
(kypiccey TO evayyédov) is the proper function of 
the apostles; the author of the Gospel is Christ ;} 
the content of the Gospel is the forgiveness of sins 
and the sanctification of the heart, and because it 
is this, there is no difficulty in speaking about an 
“authority over the gospel” (€fovcla tov evayyeXlov). 
Paul did not say that the forgiveness of sins was the chief 
content of the Gospel, but it could well be deduced 
from his statements. We may assume that Barnabas 
also used “ gospel” elsewhere in his religious teaching.” 


4, Tur Transition IN THE USE oF THE Worp “GosrEL” 
TO DENOTE THE Sayincs AND Deeps oF JEsus, 
AND THE WrirrEN REcorD OF THESE. 


The word “gospel” at an early period dropped into 
the background in Christian usage as a dogmatic and 


1 7b evayyéAvov adrod: hence, according to Barnabas, in the 
expression edayyéAsoy tod Xpioroi the genitive Xpiorod is subjective 
(see above). It also follows from the phrase ofs tOwxey 5 Xpiords 
thy ekovolay Tod edaryyeAtov that the Gospel is His Gospel. 

2 This is all the more remarkable as he already had before him 
a gospel fixed in writing, which he quoted as ypady (c. iv. 14). 
But was it already called edayyéasor ? 
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devotional term. This was due to a new and narrower 
signification which developed tolerably quickly out of 
the original meaning, and which was destined to persist 
throughout all the ages of the Church. We observe 
that the term “ gospel” is used after the second century 
to denote the sayings and deeds of Jesus, as these were 
carried far and wide in missionary propaganda. Almost 
at the same time it came to denote these very words 
and deeds themselves as fixed in writing, and in fact it 
very soon came to be used in the plural (=the Gospels). 
This verbal usage established itself with great force and 
rapidity, and reached its conclusion in the description 
of the four records of our Lord according to Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John, as “the fourfold gospel” (70 
evayyéALov TeTpanopHov), or as the Four Books of the 
Gospel, or as the Four Gospels. 

The limitation of the important conception “ gospel ” 
to the sayings of Jesus and the records of the Lord, and 
then to their fixed written form, is a fact of the highest 
importance -in the history of the Church. It throws 
its light backwards and forwards. Backwards, I say, 
for to what an extent must the communication of the 
words and deeds of the Lord have formed from the 
beginning the main content of the glad tidings, if the 
two were denoted by the same name and no other!! 


1 From this it follows at once that it is incorrect to think that 
the oldest preaching neglected the records of the earth-life in 
comparison with the Christology. But how widespread at 
present is this view. : 


THE WRITTEN GOSPEL 309 


Forwards—for how strong is the compulsion to regard 
the books of the Gospel (evangelia) as books of 
evangelisation, if this be the origin of their name. 

In our Gospels themselves, in Paul throughout the 
New Testament, in 1 Clement, Polycarp, and Barnabas, 
there is nothing which clearly indicates that “ gospel” 
was soon to receive the meaning familiar to us. It is 
true that from the close of the second century it was 
assumed in wide circles in the Church that in 2 Cor. 
‘viii. 18 Paul was referring to the Gospel of Luke 
(among others Origen does this; cf. Hom. I. on Luke), 
and even the passages where he speaks of his Gospel 
were interpreted by Marcionites and Catholics as 
referring to this book (Euseb., H.4., iii. 4). But at 
the present day this opinion no longer needs any 
refutation ; it could not be put forward until the new 
use of the term “ gospel” was thoroughly established.! 
When the sayings of the Lord were referred to in the 
first century, the word “gospel” was never used, but 
some such form as ‘‘to remember the words of the 
Lord Jesus, how he said,” uvnuovevey tay Adywv TOU 


1 Paul seems to come nearest the later conception of “ gospel” 
when in 1 Cor. xv. 1 ff. he reminds the Corinthians of “the 
gospel” which he has preached to them, and then specifies the 
facts of the death, burial, resurrection, etc., of Jesus. But on a 
closer view this impression disappears. He delivered this Gospel 
to them as “ first principles,” so to speak (mapéSwxa tuiv ev mpwross), 
t.e. as the main items which formed the bed-rock of his missionary 
preaching. In this, besides, it was a question not only of the 
“what” but likewise of the “how” (the interpretation, rin Ady 


einyyerioduny duiv). 
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kuptov “Inxov, Ste etmev (see Acts xx. 35; 1 Clem. 
xiii., xlvi.; Apostolical Church Order, 8; Polyc., ad Phil. 
2),! and if anyone wished to indicate the general 
collection of the sayings and deeds of Jesus, he probably 
said with John the Presbyter in Papias, “the things 
said or done by Christ” (ra two tov Xpiorov 77 
AexOevra }) rpaxGévra), or “the sayings of the Lord” 
(ra Adyta Kuptaxa, Euseb., II. 39),? or “the things 
that are proclaimed” (ra xypuocomueva; cf. Iren., III. i. 1). 

Where is the term “ gospel” first employed to denote 
this general collection of sayings and deeds, represented 
as being handed down either by word of mouth or in 
a written form? In the pages of Irenzeus at Lyons the 
usage is already fixed, and indeed the term “ gospel” is 
exclusively used to denote the ‘fourfold gospel” 
(evayyéAov TeTpauoppov). Theophilus also in Antioch 
about 180 a.p. exhibits the same usage ;* Soter in Rome 
about 170 a.p. (2 Clement ; see above) conforms to it, 
and it can be proved that he means a written gospel. 

1 In the Epistle of Polycarp ciayyéAioy does not occur at all, 
though we once find the expression of edayyedtoduevor drdaroAot 
(c. 6), as in the Epistle of Clement. 

2 It cannot here be proved that the latter is to be understood 
in this way. In this interpretation I agree with Zahn. 

3 Theoph., ad Avutol. iii. 12, writes : “ Moreover, concerning the 
righteousness which the law enjoined, confirmatory utterances 
are found both in the prophets and in the gospels” (é why Kat 
wept Sixaootyns, hs 6 vduos etpnrev, akdrAovda edploxera kal Td TeV 
mpopntay Kal tay evayyeAlay &xev, note the plural). | Also iii. 13, 
“the voice of the gospel” (7 elayyéaros farh) ; and iii. 14, “Isaiah 


said .... but the gospel says,” etc. (‘Hoatas %n.... Td 38 
ebaryyedioy. “Ayanare, pnoiv, robs &xOpous, x.T.A.). 


< 
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But at a still earlier date the usage is familiar to 
Justin Martyr; in Dial. 10 he makes Trypho say, 
“your precepts in the so-called gospel are wonderful” 
(Uuev Ta ev TO Aeyouery evayyeXiw mapayyéAuara 
Oavuacra), and in Dial. 100 he himself says “it is 
written in the gospel,” é&v ro evayyedlw yéyparra 
(he then quotes Matt. xi. 27).1 This is not the only 
passage which shows? that he too means written books.? 

The limits of time within which the new usage 
made its appearance are narrow. If it does not occur 
in Clement, John the Presbyter and Polycarp, but is 
found on the other hand in Justin about 150 a.p., it 
follows that at the most thirty to forty years remain 
open. The rise of the new usage—this we may cer- 
tainly affirm—falls within this period; hence it made 
its appearance after the first generation, and for all 
practical purposes the second generation also, had dis- 
appeared from the scene, and supreme interest was 
concentrated in the work of determining and preserv- 


1 We cannot unreservedly appeal to the passage Avol. i. 66, 
‘¢memoirs which are called gospels” (dmouvnuovetuata & KaArcirat 
evayyéAta), for the three last words are possibly a gloss (Schleier- 
macher). The plural is surprising for this period. But since it 
occurs in Theophilus (see above), Justin may also have used it. 

2 EdayyealCecda: is always used in Justin in relation to Jesus ; 
~ in Apol. i. 33 and Dial. 100 it is used of the angel’s message to 
Mary, and in Dial. 136 of the Old Testament prophets, in so far 
as they proclaimed Jesus. 

3 And indeed our four Gospels, although not exclusively. 
(He also appears to regard the case of the Fourth Gospel a 


peculiar.) 
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ing what was known of Jesus. Moreover, within this : 
period there also falls the settlement of the canon of 


the Four Gospels. The titles of these, which are always 
the same in the oldest manuscripts and authorities, 


leave no room for doubt that the four works were given — 


the name “ EvayyéAroy” as soon as they were brought 
together, while each one of them was described by the 
name of its author cata (MarOaiov, «.7-A.).1 This does 
not mean that each of these works is “a” gospel, but 
it is a representation of the Gospel, denoted by the name 
of its author. 

But if the four works together are thus described— 
and it is extremely probable that this first took place 
in Asia Minor—it follows that this usage must have 
been already in existence. Where do we find the first 
evidence of it? This is really a double question : 
where are “the things said and done by Christ” (ra 
vro Tov Xpicrov NexOévra Kat wpaxOévra) first called 
“a gospel,” and where does a written record of these 
sayings and doings first receive this name? For an 
answer to these questions we find ourselves thrown back 
on three ancient sources, which may perhaps afford us 
some information, viz. the so-called Teaching of the 
Apostles, the Epistle of the community of Smyrna 
relating the death of Polycarp, and the Epistles of 
Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch. 


' The meaning of card as indicating authorship is established 
by the unanimous testimony of the earliest sources dealing with 
the origin of the separate Gospels. 


a 
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In the so-called Teaching of the Apostles, which 
cannot be dated with certainty, but probably belongs 
to the first half of the second century, To evayyéAvov 
already denotes a (definite) record of the words and 
deeds of Jesus, which the author knows that his readers 
already possess. When in viii. 2 he exhorts them to 
pray as the Lord hath commanded in His Gospel, and 
goes on to add the Lord’s Prayer, when in xi. 3 he 
enjoins that, as regards their attitude towards the 
apostles and prophets they are to act according to the 
ordinance (ddyua) of the Gospel, and when he says in 
xv. 3, 4, that they are to reprove one another not in 
anger but in peace, “as ye find in the gospel” (ws éyere 
év T® evayyeAlw), and their prayers, almsgivings, and 
all their deeds so to do as they find in the Gospel of 
our Lord (é€v Tw evayyeXiw Tov Kuplov nuov)—there 
can be no doubt that for the author, the Gospel means 
what it means for us to-day, and that both he and his 
readers had it before them in a written form. Hence 
the stage at which “ gospel ” meant the general collection 
of the deeds and sayings of Jesus handed down by 
word of mouth has already been passed in the Teaching 
of the Apostles. We do not learn from the Teaching of 
the Apostles how this came about. Rather it testifies 
merely to the state of things which we found also in 
Justin and 2 Clement. 

It is very probable that the same is true also of the 
Epistle of the Smyrnaeans. Certainly when it is here 
said that Polycarp’s martyrdom took place “conform- 
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ably to the gospel” (kara To evayyéduov, 1. 1), or 
“‘conformably to the gospel of Christ” (cata 70 
evayyéAtov Xpiorod,! xix. 1), there is no need to think 
of a written gospel. But when it is said in c. 4 that 


“we do not praise those who come forward willingly — 


(to martyrdom), since the gospel doth not so teach us” 


’ “ x , e ’ ? 2 
(ovK ETALVOUMLEY TOUS TPOTLOYTAaS EKOVGLOUS, ETTELON OuUXxX 


ovTws SidarKe TO evayyéXov), this presupposes a fixed — 


SO Te 


written form, for unless such a gospel were assumed to — 


be in the hands of the readers, the community could — 


not be certain that such a detailed regulation would 
be known to them.? But the three passages in which 


} 
j 


evayyéAvov occurs in this document have a further . 


special meaning, which, however, can be recognised 


only in the light of the later development of the ~ 
conception “gospel.” In these passages the word is — 


connected with martyrdom; outside this connection it 
does not occur in the book. That martyrdom should 
take place and has taken place conformably to the 
Gospel, is the highest concern and the greatest triumph 
of the authors. It may be gathered from these passages 


that what underlies this interest is the idea that the — 
highest but also the truest goal of the Christian is to — 
suffer martyrdom for the sake of the faith as Christ © 


suffered it, and this passion is therefore the deepest 
content of the Gospel itself. The martyr is he who 


' Here edayyérov Xpiorod may be an objective genitive, but 
this interpretation is not necessary. 
2 Of. Matt. x. 23. 
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follows out the Gospel to the end. This interpretation 
of the conception “gospel” comes much more clearly 
into view in the following period, and indeed it is not 
until a later age that we find the conception quite 
clearly realised. 

Hence the Teaching of the Apostles and also the 
Epistle of the Smyrnaeans do not take us back to the 
origin of the usage. But it is different with the Epistles 
of Ignatius. Here we can follow the transition of the 
word from the meaning which it originally had to 
the later meaning; and indeed we can trace the stage 
when “ gospel ” meant the oral transmission of the deeds 
and sayings of the Lord, as well as the final stage when 
they were committed to writing. But after all this is 
not to be wondered at, for the Epistles of Ignatius still 
belong to the period of Trajan.1 

Ignatius has spoken of the “gospel” in only two of 
his epistles (Philadelphians and Smyrnaeans), but in 
them the mention is frequent. If we keep the passage 
Philad. ix. 2 in view, we must come to the conclusion 
that “gospel” means for Ignatius very much the same 
asfor Paul. After he has said that the High Priest is 


1 Quite the greatest importance of the Epistles of Ignatius lies 
in the fact that, belonging to the intermediate stage, they afford 
evidence of the great transition of ideas and institutions from the 
earliest. age to the ancient Catholic period. On a hasty view 
they seem to be entirely ancient Catholic—hence the continually 
renewed attempts to impugn their genuineness ; but on a closer 
view it is obvious that they everywhere represent a transitional 


form. 


a 
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higher than the priest, that He is the one to whom 
God has committed the hidden things, that He is also 
the door of the Father, through which the patriarchs, 
the prophets, and the Church enter in (to the Father), 


{ 


he continues: “ All these things combine in the unity of 


God. But the Gospel hath a singular pre-eminence in 
the advent of the Saviour, even our Lord Jesus Christ, 


and His passion and resurrection. For the beloved — 


Prophets in their preaching pointed to him; but the 
Gospel is the completion of immortality ” (zavta Tavra 
els évornta Oeot* é€aiperoy Oé Te exer TO evayyédov, 
THY Tapovoiay TOU TwT pos, Kupiov nuwv Incod Xpicrov, 
TO 7abos av’Tov Kal THy Gvacracw. of yap ayaTnTol 
mpopyrat KatyyyeAay els aitov' TO de evayyéALov 
amapticua éotw apOapcias.1 Naturally we cannot 
here think of a written gospel (gospel-book), nor even 
of the orally transmitted account of the Lord’s sayings 
and doings (the history of the Lord), but only of the 
Gospel in the widest sense as the realisation of God’s 
plan of salvation through Christ, for only in this sense 
can it be said of the Gospel that it is the “completion 
of immortality ” (avapricua a¢Oapcias). But of course 
the word as here used, already shows a tendency to 
mean the historical incidents of the Gospel, as is proved 
by the special emphasis laid upon parousia, passion, 
and resurrection. 

‘The passage Philad. x. 1 f. must be judged similarly. 


1 "Amdptioua is a very rare word (Passow does not give it), In 
1 Kings vii. 9 (Symmachus) it occurs in the plural. 


GOSPEL IN IGNATIUS _ 317 


Ignatius here says of himself, looking back to his 
conversion, that he fled to the Gospel as to the flesh of 
Jesus, and to the apostles as to the presbytery of the 
Church (zpocdvywv to edayyerlw & capkt "Inood Kal 
Tois aTocTONOLs ws wpecBuTepio éxxAnotas). ** And,” 
he continues, “let us love the prophets also because 
they too pointed to the Gospel in their preaching and 
set their hope on him” (kai Tovs tpogiras 6é wyaTauer, 
da TO Kai adTovs eis TO evayyéALov KaTnyyerKévat Kat 
ets avtov éA7mi¢ey).! At the first glance one might 
assume that here the two-fold or three-fold Bible is 
meant (the prophets=the Old Testament, the Gospel 
=the Gospels, the Apostles=the Epistles, etc.). In 
point of fact the usage here is just the same as in the 
former passage; we have here a preparatory stage, at 
which all the factors which led to the later identification 
of gospel with gospels are present in embryo, and 
further passages will prove this (see below). But this 
is not the sense which Ignatius deliberately intended, 
for when he calls the Gospel (in accordance with the 
here inappropriate language of the Eucharist) “the 
flesh of Jesus,” this can only mean the Gospel in so far 
as it contains the visible and audible Jesus (as dis- 
tinguished from the spiritual Christ, Xpsoros doapxos).” 


1 The want of formal logic which these sentences reveal is 
seen elsewhere in the Epistles, as is well known, and perhaps 
proves that their author was a Semite. 

2 The clause xa) To?s drocrdAos bs mocrButeply exxAnoias causes 
greater difficulties. Primarily it proves that in the preceding 
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This is confirmed by the other clause, “the prophets | 
in their preaching pointed to the Gospel.” Here, too, 
by “Gospel,” simply Christ Himself is meant, and this 
is confirmed, redundantly, by the following clause, 
“and set their hope on Him” («al e’g adroy édwiGew. 
Note that the word is avrov and not a’rd). Hence for — 
Ignatius in the present passage “gospel” is Jesus — 
Christ (as preached). But the passage already has a | 
tendency to mean the Gospel in the written form in — 
which it occupies an intermediate position between the — 
Old Testament and the Apostles. 

In the third passage in this Epistle, “gospel” — 
certainly means the preaching of Jesus Christ in the 
fullest and widest sense, as in Paul (hence like ix. 2), 
perhaps with the addition that it is fixed in writing. — 
When it is said in Philad. viii. 2, “I heard certain 
persons [Christian Judaizers] saying, ‘If I do not find — 
it [viz. such and such a doctrine] in the charters [this 
is what they call the Old Testament], I believe it not 
in the Gospel.’ And when I said to them, ‘It is 
written, they answered me, ‘That is the question’” 
(jKovca Tivwy AeyovTwr, STi“ éay My eV ToOIs apxetors 
eVpw, €v TH evayyeXiw ov TioTEwW.” Kal NéyovTOS — 
Mov avrois, Ste “yeypamtat,” amexpiOncav mot, rt 
“mpoxerar”), the only point that is certain is that — 
“gospel” means the preaching of Jesus Christ in the — 


clause Ignatius thought simply of Christ Himself, and in a very | 
unfortunate and affected way expressed this by “gospel.” This — 
is enough for our purposes. 
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widest sense, for this is confirmed by the following 
sentence: “ But as for me, my charter is Jesus Christ, 
the inviolable charter is His cross and His death and 
His resurrection, and faith through Him” (éuot 6é 
apxeia éotw “Incots Xpirrds, Ta AOikTa apxeia 6 
oTavpos avTov Kat 6 Oavaros Kat 4 dvacracis avToU 
Kal 4 miotie 4 St avrov). The addition of 4 riaris 
makes it clear that in connection with “gospel” 
Ignatius is not thinking only of historical statements. 
But all the same it is possible, and indeed it is a natural 
assumption, that both the Judaizers and Ignatius 
himself set the Old Testament alongside the Gospel as 
a written work; but the question does not admit of a 
decision. 

In the Epistle to the Smyrnaeans, Ignatius refers 
twice more to the Gospel. In v. 1 he says of the 
heretics, “They have not been persuaded by the 
prophecies, nor by the law of Moses, nay, nor even to 
this very hour by the Gospel, nor by the sufferings of 
each of us severally” (ots ovx érecayv ai mpopnreia 
ovde 6 vouos Mwcéws, adr’ ovde méxpt vov TO evayyértov 
ovde Ta HueTepa Tov Kat’ avdpa waOjuara). It seems 
at first sight that “gospel” must here be understood 
as a book, since it stands alongside the Old Testament 
(Prophets and Law). It is probable that this may be 
the correct view, although on account of the last words 
one might also think of gospel in the widest sense. 
The addition of these words does not cause any surprise, 
unless we overlook the fact that for Ignatius the passion 
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of Christ forms the main content of the Gospel. As 
soon as we realise this, our surprise disappears and we 
see that “ Gospel” means “the history of Jesus Christ, 
culminating in His death.” But here and elsewhere it 
is difficult to answer the disjunctive question, whether 
the Gospel is to be understood as preached or as 
written, just because the majority of men knew even 
the written Gospel only as read aloud, that is, as 
preached, so that they were not aware of any distinction 
between the two. The second passage (vii. 2, “to give 
heed to the prophets, and especially to the gospel, 
wherein the passion is shown unto us” (apocéyxew Tots 
mrpopirats, earpéerws 6€ TH evayyeXlw, év & TO WaBos 
nuiv dedjAwTat) is very similar to the one we have just 
dealt with, and strengthens the above interpretation : 
“ Gospel” is the history of Jesus, which culminates in 
His death (and resurrection). 

Thus in Ignatius we find as a matter of fact the 
transition from the wider meaning of gospel to the 
sense which limits it to the history of Jesus, thought of 
as a definite whole, and therefore to the history in a 
fixed written form. There can be no doubt that 
Ignatius already knew of books of the Gospels (especially 
Matthew). It is extremely probable that he also had 
them in mind when he spoke of “Gospel.” Paul paved 
the way for the transition (yet Paul does not limit 
gospel strictly to the meaning “Gospel of Christ”). 
Ignatius, following him, took another step in advance. 
Then the usage was fixed for all time by the unknown 
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men in Asia Minor who, either shortly before, or im- 
mediately after, the period when Ignatius wrote, prefixed 
the title “Evayyé\vov” to the writings of Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John. But both Ignatius and the 
Epistle of the Smyrnaeans show that besides the usage 
which made “Gospel” equivalent to the words and 
deeds of Jesus, and therefore also the books which 
contain these, the other meaning, which Paul in par- 
ticular assigned to the word, also persisted; that is to 
say, “‘ Gospel” denotes the glad tidings of the crucified 
and risen Jesus Christ, ze. of the crucified and risen 


God. 


5. THe ANTITHESIS OF GosPEL aND Law IN 
Marcion, AND 1Ts CoNsSEQUENCES 


To Marcion belongs the credit of having extracted 
the opposition between Gospel and Law from Paul’s 
Epistles and of having formulated it for all time. In 
Paul it is only implicit (see above); John, who was 
aware of it, did not give it the title “‘ Law and Gospel” ; 
the so-called Apostolic Fathers did not know it, nor 
did the Gnostics, so far as we know, light upon this 
formula—only Marcion discovered it. According to 
Tertullian, adv. Marc., i. 19. 21, iv. 1. 4; Ireneus, iv. 
9 ff., etc.,! there can be no doubt that it was just in the 


1 Tert., adv. Mare, i. 19. ‘‘Marcion’s special and principal 
work is the separation of the law and the gospel. . . . These are 
Marcion’s Antitheses, which aim at committing the gospel to a 
variance with the law, in order that from the diversity of the 
two documents which contain them, they may contend for 
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contrast between Law and Gospel that he expressed the 
distinction between the old and the new religion. It 
is also clear that he used the word not only for the 
written Gospel, which he had put together for himself 
from Luke and which he entitled simply Evayyéduov,* 
but also for the whole content of the new religion as 
distinguished from all that was legal. In Marcion as 
in Paul, “gospel” and “salvation” must have stood 
in the closest relation to one another; echoes of this 
are still heard in Apelles. The fundamental distinc- 
tion discovered by Paul between the religion founded 
on faith and the religion of the Old Testament was 
now imported into the expression “ Gospel and Law.” 
The Church was compelled to take up some position 
towards this antithesis, when it was once discovered 
and formulated. She could not accept it in Marcion’s 
sense, but neither could she fail to take any notice of 
it. Hence she found herself compelled to come to 
terms with it. ‘This was promptly done by Irenzeus and 
a diversity of gods also” (separatio legis et evangelit propriwm et 
principale opus est Marcionis . . . he sunt “ Antitheses” Marcionts, 
que conantur discordiam evangelir cum lege committere, ut ex diversi- 
tate sententiarum utriusque instrumenti diversitatem quoque argu- 
mententur deorum). i. 21: ‘“Wehave shown that the god of our 
heretic first became known by his separation of the gospel and 
the law” (ostendumus notitiam dei heretici ex evangelic et legis 
separatione coeptsse). iv. 1: “A work [of Marcion] composed of 
contrary statements set in opposition, thence called Antitheses, 
and compiled with a view to the severance of the law from the 
gospel” (opus [Marcioncs] ex contrarietatwm oppositionibus “ Anti- 


theses” cognominatum et ad separationem legis et evangelit coactum). 
1 See Zahn, Kanonsgesch., vol. i. p. 619. 
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Tertullian. On the one hand, the author of the Law 
and the Gospel was shown to be one and the same, 
and hence a final unity in the aim and intention of 
both was asserted. In this sense — because God or 
Christ has spoken in both—it was possible actually to 
identify Law and Gospel, and this identification went 
so far that the same word was applied to both (see 
below): the Law is the Word of the Lord, something 
written by the Lord, and it is even the Gospel, although 
in the form of symbol and promise, and vice versa the 
Gospel is the Law of God and of Christ. But on the 
other hand—this was the lesson now learnt from Paul 
and Marcion—the Gospel is after all something quite 
different from the Law; it is law-giving for freedom 
(legisdatio in libertatem), not like the latter, law-giving 
for bondage (legisdatio in servitutem) ; the Gospel 
has partly done away with the Law, partly completed 
it, partly deepened it; it is entirely a preaching 
of salvation, stands as such in contrast with the 
Law, appeals to faith, and proclaims and creates filial 
relationship to God. It was Ireneus especially who 
vigorously enforced these ideas both in his great work 
and in the newly discovered one.! They have never 
since been entirely lost to sight in the Church. ‘They 
blazed up ever afresh until] Augustine vehemently took 
them up again and, incited by Pelagius, once more set 
them over against the Law. Hence it must really be 


1 [See Texte und Untersuchungen, Neue Folge, Band v. 3. 
Harnack : Pfafische Irenaus—Fragmente.—Eb. ] 
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set down to Marcion’s credit that the word “gospel” 
in the Church, besides the sense “history of Jesus” or 
“book of the gospel,” and the special sense “tidings of 
the Crucified and Risen God,” also acquired the par- 
ticular meaning “the tidings of God through and in 
Jesus Christ, which stand in contrast with the Law 
and create free children of God.” After this had taken 
place no other word in the whole vocabulary of the 
Church was used to convey the higher thoughts of the 
new religion to such an extent as the word “ gospel.” 


6. SuMMaARY. 


The many different senses in which the word “ Gospel” 
has come to be used since the close of the Second 
Century. Points for future investigation. 


1. As Q is silent on the point, it is not quite 
certain whether Jesus Himself used the word mwa, 
bsorah (evayyéXov), merely for the glad tidings 
that Isa. Ixi. 1 (oy rad, Lbassér ‘éndwim) was 
now fulfilled, or whether He went beyond this and 
used it to sum up His preaching. It is certain 
that He proclaimed the coming of the kingdom of 
God and that this proclamation was meant as a 
message of glad tidings, however overwhelming was 
its seriousness and however terrible were the events 
which, according to this same proclamation, must 
precede the coming of the kingdom. 

2. The primitive community denoted the preach- 
ing of the coming of the kingdom as b’sorah (72), _ 
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and its Hellenistic members in Palestine! substituted 
the word evayyéAov, although this word does not 
occur in the Septuagint (which writes 7 evayyeNia). 
Mark already uses the word without specifying any 
particular meaning, and he thus implies that it 
was well known and familiar. In the only passage 
where he defines it, it appears as glad tidings of 
the nearness of the kingdom, so that it is not 
allowable to attribute a specifically Christological 
sense to the conception in Mark. To define the 
conception Matthew expressly adds “tis Baot- 
Aelas,” and shows by this that he is consciously 
retaining the original sense, although he deepens 
it in so far as for him the inner nature of the 
kingdom forms the main content of the glad 
tidings. 

3. Paul exalts the conception evayyéAvov both 
in word and in deed to the central position in his 
preaching. He conceives it as the tidings of God’s 
plan of salvation, proclaimed by the prophets and 
realised through the death and resurrection of 
Christ. Therefore he can also say (putting the 
cause for the effect) that Christ (or His passion 
and resurrection) is the content of the Gospel. But 

1 Since Paul, Mark, and Luke (in one of Peter’s speeches) use 
the word ciayyéaiov, and also Matthew, writing in Palestine 
(although he had Mark before him), since Paul says nothing to 
show that he introduced the word, and since the name “ Evan- 


gelist” can be traced back to Palestine (see above), it follows that 
the word is of Palestinian origin. 
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when he speaks of the evayyéArov Xpiotov he 
means just the same as when he calls the Gospel 
evayyéAvov Beod. Yet there can be no question 
but that Paul was bound to be understood to 
mean, and that he really did mean, that the 
Gospel and the tidings of Christ coincided with 
one another. This was a turning-point of vast 
importance! The opposition of Gospel and Law 
is nowhere found in Paul in the form of a definite 
contrast between the two: when he speaks of the 
Gospel he is not thinking of the Law but of the 
fulfilment of the promise. The opposition, which 
is so important to him, between the new religion 
and the Law shows itself in his teaching at another 
point. On the other hand, he thinks of “ gospel” 
and “salvation” (cwrypia) as inseparably united, 
and indeed salvation for men as individuals. The 
individual who has faith in the Gospel is justified. 
This is the second great turning-point! It is 
plainly foreshadowed in the proclamation of Jesus, 
but it does not emerge from the preaching of the 
kingdom. 

4. Luke, the independent companion of Paul, 
for reasons which are obscure to us, avoids the use 
of the word evayyéAvov—John does the same— 
but is so faithful to history that he retains it when 
he is reporting speeches by Peter and Paul, and in 
both his works he makes a very extensive use of 
evayyeriferOa:. In this connection, however, it 
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is extremely characteristic that he makes Jesus 
consistently proclaim “the kingdom” as the glad 
tidings, while the apostles similarly proclaim Jesus 
Christ. Once only—and this in the earliest period 
of the mission—he makes a missionary (Philip) 
proclaim as the glad tidings both the kingdom and 
Jesus Christ at the same time. Luke thus connects 
in the most deliberate way the older usage of 
Mark with that of Paul, while giving them both 
their due. We may thus learn from him too that 
in the mission to the Gentiles at a very early 
period the Gospel of the Kingdom was transformed 
into the Gospel of Christ. 

5. The word evayyéAcov as equivalent to the 
essence of the missionary preaching is rejected, as 
we have seen, by Luke, John, and the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, but retained by the First 
Epistle of Peter. Its subsequent history in the 
Church is different from that of the word evayyeXi- 
€ec0a:. While the latter retains its general mean- 
ing, evayyédcov, by a process which has been 
shown above, comes to have a fourfold meaning. 
(i) It remains a general expression for the Christian 
preaching ; (ii) it receives the meaning “tidings ot 
the Crucified and Risen Christ,” because this 
preaching of Christ crucified is its heart and core 
(therefore according to the Gospel in the strictest 
sense only the Christian who suffers martyrdom 
proves his right to the name); (ili) it receives 
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the meaning “ gospel history” (deeds and sayings 
of Jesus), or it denotes the history of Jesus re- 
corded in a fourfold written work (evayyéAvoy 
cata Mar@aiou, x-7-r.), or each individual part of 
this written work (evangelii libri, “Gospel of 
Matthew, etc.”; “ gospels”); (iv) finally, “gospel” 
denotes the nature and influence of the new 
religion as the religion of grace and freedom in 
distinction from the Old Testament stage of law 
and bondage. To the ancient Catholic Fathers 
this fourfold sense of the word “gospel” is known 
and familiar. 

All the holy scriptures were called? by numerous 
Fathers “scriptures of the Lord,” all were also 
described as prophetic scriptures and their authors 
as prophets;° finally, all received also the title 
“law” (ex), especially in Africa, but as far as I 
know the designation “gospel” was used by 
nobody (although the statement was made and 
accepted, that the scriptures of Moses, David, etc., 
were the scriptures of Christ; cf Ireneus iv. 2. 4; 
iv. 9. 1; Tert., de carne 20, etc.). The fourth 
meaning of the word, adduced above, hindered this. 
For, on the other hand, “law” and “gospel” as 

1 We now find also the adjectives ciayyéacos (for the first time 
in Theophilus), ctayyeauxds (Lreneeus), evangelicus (Tertullian). 
Even cdayyedrouds soon occurs. The Latin authorities (Itala, 
Tert.) give the form evangelizare, 


2 See Zahn, Kanonsgeschichte, vol. i. pp. 96 ff. 
3 The designation is rare. 
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names for the two parts of the Bible do not occur 
with any frequency. But on the contrary we find 
not only a twofold division of the scriptures of 
the New Testament into Evangelium and Apostolus,} 
but also the word “gospel” used to denote the 
whole.? 

The later history of the word “gospel” in the 
Church has not yet been written—a remarkable 
omission! Let us in conclusion bring forward five 
points which future inquiry must specially keep 
in view. 

1. Novatian and his movement. Special 
emphasis was here laid upon the “gospel,” and 
both the leading opponents of Novatian, Cornelius 
and Cyprian, describe him in terms which are 
meant to be scornful as “an advocate of the gospel 
and of Christ” (adsertor evangelii et Christi). 
For Novatian the Gospel consisted in the duty of 
confessing one’s religion and the promise of the 

1 The form “apostoli” also occurs (see the Muratorian Frag- 
ment and Tertull., adv. Hermog. 45 ; de pudic. 12). 

2 Perhaps Irenzus already used evangeliwm (evangelia) in this 
sense. See Tertull., adv. Hermog. 20, “instrwmentum vetus evan- 
gelium”; adv. Prax. 20, “veteres scripture evangelium”; adv. 
Mare,, iv. 1. 8, v. 3, “lex evangeliwm” ; Scorp. 2, “lex evangelia ; 
de tetunio 2”; “legales et prophetice vetustates—evangelium.” Zahn 
(L.c., p. 101) is of opinion that Theophilus already used 14 edayyérrca 
in the sense of the New Testament, but this does not admit of 
proof. On the other hand, evidence of this usage can be found in 


Clement and Origen. 
3 See my article on Novatian in the Protest. Real. Encyklop., 


8rd ed., vol. xiv. pp. 231, 239, 
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results that were to follow from this confes- 
sion. We do not know for certain whether he 
appropriated anything else from the Gospel and 
inculcated it upon his disciples as evangeliwm. 
But we do know that he wanted a church of 
“ Evangelicals.” 

2. Augustine. After Marcion (and Irenzus) 
he is the first who recognises in its sharpness the 
antithesis of Law and Gospel. This he works 
out and sets forth especially in his treatise De 
Spiritu et Littera. From him this passes over 
into scholasticism and on to Luther. 

3. St Francis and kindred tendencies. Gospel 
as the gospel of poverty and humility. It is in 
the closest connection with this that the old 
distinction between pracepta and consilia now be- 
comes a distinction between preecepta and consilia 
evangelica. The Sermon on the Mount and 
Matthew x. now become the Gospel. 

4. Luther. He makes the perception of the 
opposition between the Law and the Gospel on 
the part of Paul, John, Ireneus, and Augustine 
the fundamental point in his teaching, and thus 
gives the term “ gospel ” a new connotation. 

5. Origin and rise of the names “the evangeli- 
cals,” “the Evangelical Church.” History of the 
conception “ Evangelical” in itself and in relation 
to ‘ Protestant” in the Reformed Churches. 
Attempts within Protestantism to express special 
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movements by usurpation of the conception 
“‘evangelical.” The very different meanings of 
the term “gospel,” partly in direct opposition to 
the Pauline meaning. Playing off of the “ gospel ” 
against apostolic Christianity. 


SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE TO THE INVESTI- 
GATION CONCERNING “GOSPEL” 


“ Worp,” “ Worp or Gop,” ann “ Worp (Worps) oF 


Curist” In THE New ‘TESTAMENT 


“ GosreL” and “ Word,” “ Word of God (Christ)” are 
most closely connected, although the first expression is 
narrower than the last two. For this reason their 
history in the early Christian period is similar. The 
following survey will show this, and it will not be 
necessary to call attention to the striking parallels. 
They are of special interest, because, after all, “ Word 
of God” was a quite familiar expression derived from 
the Old Testament, while the term ‘ Gospel” may 
be described almost as a new creation. 

In Q both “Word of God” in the technical sense, 
and “ Gospel” are absent. 

Mark introduces the expression “6 Adyos” by itself 
(and therefore absolutely) without explaining it: see 
ii, 2 (“ he spake the word,” éAdAyoev Tov Adyor, SO 
also iv. 83, vill. 32); iv. 14-20 (parable of the 
sower); iv. 33. The meaning, which indeed can be 


ascertained only from the whole of the book and not 
332 
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from the context, is “the word of God,” the word of 
the kingdom (cf. Luke and Matthew); Mark assumes 
that his readers at once understand. this.1 ‘O Adyos 
(o¢ Adyor) was quite comprehensible even to heathen 
readers, for the connection of ideas showed that the 
subject referred to was religious tidings, and in this 
sense the ancients, too, used both the singular and the 
plural of Adyos. Jewish readers, however, knew at 
once that it was a question of God’s word. In viii. 31 
and ix. 10 6 Xoyos means the word of death and 
resurrection; in these passages, however, it is not 
technical but used, so to speak, by chance. Once only 
(vii. 13) is Aoyos tov Oeot spoken of, which the 
Pharisees make of none effect; the revelation of God 
in the Old Testament is meant. Lastly, Jesus speaks 
twice in a solemn manner of “His” words (viii. 38, 
“whosoever shall be ashamed of me and my words”; 
and xiii. 31, “my words shall not pass away.”? The 
expression does not occur elsewhere in Mark. 

Matthew is still more sparing in his use of the 
expression. Following Mark he employs it in the 
parable of the sower, defining it by the characteristic 
addition +75 Gactdelas (xiii. 19-23), and he takes over 


1 Tt is remarkable that in Pseudo-Mark (xvi. 20) the word is 
used by itself in just the same way. 

2 These passages are important in view of the meaning which 
the expression “my word” hasin John. The distinction between 
“me” and “my words” is also noteworthy ; ¢f. the very similar 
passages in Mark, in which Jesus distinguishes Himself from the 
Gospel and sets them alongside one another (see above, p. 280). 
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(again from Mark) the saying in xxiv. 35, “my words 
shall not pass away.” This is all.* 

Here, too, Luke’s procedure is instructive. In the 
Gospel he very rarely introduces the expression, because 
the tradition he was following made such scanty use of 
it, and in these technical philological matters he was 
very conscientious. On the other hand (in the Prologue 
and) in the Acts he very frequently makes use of it. 
In the Gospel he introduces it in v. 1, but in the 
more precise form, “to hear the word of God” (axovew 
Tov Aoyov tov Oeov); in the parable of the sower 
(viii. 11-15) he makes the very same addition, viz. 
the genitive tov Oeot (Matt., rs BaciAelas), and by this 
he expressly places the content of the preaching of Jesus 
on the same level as the word of God given in the Old 
Testament. ‘Twice more (viii. 21, xi. 28) he similarly 
identifies the preaching of Jesus with the word of God 
(“blessed are they which hear the word of God and 
keep [do] it”); for this the other Synoptists have the 
expression, “to do the will of God.” We recognise 
by the change which he has made that Luke was fond 
of describing the Christian preaching as the word of 
God. But he has not indulged this preference any 
further in the Gospel.2 Following Mark, he has 

1 Once (iv. 4) the word of God—as a single word—is called 


pjue (following Deut. viii. 3). In Mark fjyua in this sense is 
absent, 

2 Luke also uses pjua for “word of God” in the Gospel, but 
then a definite word is meant ; see ii. 29, iii. 2. (The passage has 
quite an Old Testament ring about it, as if it came from one of 
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repeated in ix. 26 and xxi. 33 the sayings, “ whosoever 
shall be ashamed of me and my words,” and “ my words 
shall not pass away.”! This is all that occurs.? 

How totally different in the Acts! The expression 
6 Adyos Tov Beotd (Tot Kupiov) occurs not less than 
twenty-two times in this book, and 6 Adyos is used by 
itself in the same sense fourteen times. In this book 
the word is the regular term for the content of the new 
religion ;? indeed we may say it was through the Acts 
of the Apostles (to a still greater extent than through 
Paul; see below) that the expression “the word of 
God” was naturalised in the Church. Especially 
familiar is the combination—already established in 
Mark—Aadeiyv tov Adyorv or Tov Aodyov Tov Oeod [Tow 
kuptov| (eight times) ;* further, carayyéAewv, evayyent- 
€erOar and didackew tov Aoyoy (six times),> drove 


the prophetical books, “the word of God came unto John,” 
eyévero pia Geod em) *Iwdvynv.) 

1 Luke iv. 32 (“for his word was with authority,” 81: év etovola 
dw 6 Adyos adrod) and xxiv. 44 do not belong here. 

2 To all three evangelists knptooew is a familiar term for the 
preaching of Jesus. In John it is wanting. Kfpvyya occurs only 
in connection with Jonah. 

3 In viii. 4 “they went about preaching the word” (edayyerr- 
(éuevor tov Adyov) ; xv. 7, “to hear the word of the gospel” (rdv 
adydr Tod edaryyerlov axovew) ; xv. 35, “teaching and preaching the 
word of the Lord” (d:ddcxovres kal edaryerAr(duevor Toy Adyov Tov 
xuptov); of. x. 36, “the word which he sent to the children of 
Israel, preaching good tidings of peace” (rov Adyov dv améorethey 
rois viots "lapaha evayyedt(duevos elphyny). 

4 iv, 29, 31, viii. 25, xiii. 46, xvi. 32, xi. 19, xiv. 25, xvi. 6. 

5 xiii, 5, xv. 35, 36, xvii. 13, xviii. 11, vill. 4. 
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rov Adyov (five times), déxerOar or KkaTadrelrew TOV 
Aoyoy (four times).? 

The meaning of the expression “the word” (of 
God)* is never precisely defined by Luke, and there- 
fore its content cannot be more exactly determined 
than by the words with which he has concluded his 
book, “preaching the kingdom of God, and teaching 
the things concerning the Lord Jesus Christ” (kyptoowy 
tiv Bacirelay Tod Oeod Kat didacKwv TH TEpt TOU KUpioU 
‘Incov Xpirrov.t This is the content of the Adyos 
tov Qeov. The additions (rov Adyov) Tis XaprTos 
(xiv. 3, xx. 32), rijp cwrnpias (Xilinx, = =  ™ evay- 
yeAiou (xv. 7) show that the Word ot God is that 
of divine grace unto salvation and joy.® Here be- 


1 xiii. 7, xiii. 44, xix. 10, iv. 4, x. 44. 

aeViE OVA 04, Xo XV. bl 

3 rod xvplov is almost as frequent as rod Geod. (See vill. 25, 
xiii. 44, xiii. 48, xiii, 49, xiv. 3, xv. 35, xv. 36, xvi. 32, xix. 10). 
In all these passages 6 «dpios certainly means God and not Christ, 
except perhaps xvi. 32, where, however, it is not necessary to 
assume that Christ is meant (in spite of xvi. 31). 

4 The Christological element is clearly expressed in xviii. 5: 
Paul was constrained by the word, testifying to the Jews that 
Jesus was the Christ” (cuvelyero 7G Adyw 6 MadaAos, Siauaptupdmevos 
elvar Tov Xptordy “Incodv). 

5 In v. 20 it is said, “‘speak in the temple to the people all the 
words of this life” (AaAc?re ev TG fepG TE Aa@G wdvta TA Phuata THs 
twas tavrns). Here rv Adyoy might just as well have been put 
instead of ra s4uata, and consequently this belongs to the numer- 
ous passages in which “ word” and “life” appear in connection with 
one another (see below). Luke introduces the expression ra pfhuara 
(rod God) a few times for the sake of the Old Testament ring about 
it, and for this reason he uses it also in the sense of events and 
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longs also the frequent combination with appyola 
(boldness) and zappyctagerOa (preaching boldly); the 
word of God gives courage and power for its joyous 
proclamation.! 

It is very noticeable that, as has already taken place 
in the Old Testament, the conception “the word of 
God” becomes so materialised for Luke that it almost 
comes to have an independent existence either as a thing 
or a person. He writes, “the word of God increased ” 
(6 Adyos Tot Oeot niEaverv, vi. 7, xii. 24, xix. 20). 
He speaks of the “ministry of the word” (dvaxovia Tov 
Aoyou, © lof participating in the word (viii. 21, 
“thou hast neither part nor lot in this word,” ov« 
€or cor pepis ovde KAjjpos év TH AOyw To’Tw). He 


relates that “the Gentiles glorified the word of God” 


stories (see v. 32, x. 37). In xi. 4, “words whereby thou shalt be 
saved” (fjuara év ois cwOhon), occurs in the sense of “ word of 
salvation” (Adyos cwrnplas). 

1 See iv. 29, iv. 31 (ii. 29, iv. 13, xxviii. 31), ix. 27 (“to preach 
boldly in the name of Jesus,” rappnolafeoOa: ev 7G dvduare Inood) ; 
ix. 28 (xiii. 46), xiv. 3 (xvili. 26), (xix. 8), xxvi. 26. «nptdocew is 
also a solemn expression in the Acts, but karwyyéacw is used 
besides (perhaps just as often). The latter is wanting in the four 
Gospels, but is used by Paul in the same way as in Acts. Often 
Christ Himself is the direct object of knpiccew in the Acts; see 
viii. 5, ix. 20, xix. 13 and also x. 42 (but in x. 37 the object is the 
baptism of John, in xx, 35 and xxviii. 31 the kingdom, and in 
xv. 21 Moses), KarayyéAew, however, never takes an object in 
this way in the Acts (though in Paul we find it in Phil. i, 17, 18, 
Col. i. 28). 

2 Here Adéyos may mean “preaching.” It need not, however, 
be understood in this way, but may have the meaning that the 
word of God is the master of the apostles ; ¢f. Luke i. se 
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(ra vn édo€akov Tov Aoyov Tot Oeod,! xiii. 48), as 
if it were God Himself; indeed he makes Paul say in 
xx. 32, “I commend you to God and to the word of 
his grace” (apatiOeua tuas TO Oew Kal TH AOYw Tis 
xapitos avrov), as if the word of God were a second 
being existing alongside God. This is an undoubted 
step towards the Johannine “ Logos,” which, however, 
is not reached by Luke, for even in the Prologue to 
the Gospel (i. 2, “‘as they delivered them unto us, 
which from the beginning were eye- witnesses and 
ministers of the word,” xka0ws wapédocay juiv of ar 
apxXis avtomrat Kal Uanpérat yevouevot TOU AOyou) We 
are not to think of the personal “‘ Logos.” The concrete 
connotation of the word is here most clearly seen, but 
immediately afterwards “)oyo.” follows (i. 4, “that 
thou mightest know the certainty concerning the words 
wherein thou wast instructed,” ta érvyv@s mept dy 
KatnxnOns Adywv Thy aopadeay), and the change from 
singular to plural is hardly intentional; here, too, Luke 
might have written tov Adyouv. 

Luke never uses the “word of Jesus (Christ)” as a 
religious formula, summing up his teaching (the ex- 
pression 6 Adyos Tod Xpiocrod occurs in him neither as 
a subjective nor as an objective genitive), though he once 
refers to sayings of Jesus which he thinks of as a group, 
and acquaintance with which he assumes (xx. 35, “to 
remember the words of the Lord Jesus, how he himself 


1 [Harnack, as against the English Revisers, reads xvpfou here. 
—Ep.] 
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said,” uvymoveverv tov Adywv Tod Kuplov "Incod, drt 
avros elmer). 

The materialisation of the conception “6 Adyos”} 
which we have observed in Luke does not occur in 
Paul. In other respects also, there are important 
distinctions between Paul’s and Luke’s use of the ex- 
pressions “word,” “word of God.” Paul’s use is 
more varied, and the different senses seem to be less 
sharply defined (and therefore less limited to religious 
formulz). ‘O Adyos stands by itself, as in Luke, in 
1 Thess. i. 6, “to receive the word” (déxecOar Tov 
Aoyov); Gal. vi. 6, “he that is taught in the word” 
(6 katnxovpevos Tov Aoyov), and Col. iv. 3, “that God 
may open unto us a door for the word” (iva 6 Oeds 
avolEn juiv OUpay Tod Adyov). But, by adding in the 
last - mentioned passage “to speak the mystery of 
Christ” (AaAjoa TO pvaoripiov Tov Xpicrod), Paul 
identifies the “ word” (or definitely the content of his 
preaching) with the mystery of Christ. On the other 
hand, compare with this Col. iii. 16, “let the word 
of Christ” (A0yos rot Xpicrob, here subjective genitive) 
dwell richly in the community.?, We do not find this 
in Luke. 


1 In xviii. 15 the pro-consul Gallio says “they are questions 
about words and names and your own law” ((nrfyard éorw reph 
Adyou Kal dvoudrwr Kat véuov Tod Kad? duds), and thus uses “Adyos” 
to denote the Jewish doctrine. 

2 In 1 Cor. i. 18 “the word of the cross” (6 Adyos Tod cravpod) is 
probably to be understood as “ the preaching of the cross” (here, 
therefore, 6 Adyos is not a solemn expression), In 1 Thess. iv. 15 
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The expression 6 Adyos Tov Oeod (Tot Kvpiov) is not 
used so entirely with one meaning in Paul as in Luke. 
In Rom. ix. 6 it is to be understood as the Old 
Testament plan and promise of salvation, in 1 Cor. 
xiv. 86 and in 1 Thess. i. 8 as the new preaching, 
which went forth from Jerusalem and then from other 
places (“was it from you that the word of God went 
forth?” ad’ judy 6 Aoyos Tov Deo é&fAOev; or “from 
you hath sounded forth the word of the Lord,” a¢’ juev 
e€ijxntat 6 NOyos Tod Kvpiov). In 2 Cor. ii. 17, iv. 2; 
Phil. i. 14 (used with agdoBws Aadreiv); Col. i. 25; 
1 Thess. ii. 13, iii. 1, the meaning is general, as in 
Luke, and covers the whole content of the New Testa- 
ment preaching. 2 Thess. iii. 1 recalls very strongly 
the expressions in the Acts (“that the word of the 
Lord may run and be glorified,” tva 6 Noyos Tot Kupiov 
Tpéxy Kat do€a¢yrat, cf. Acts xiii. 48); but in Col. i. 26 
Paul adds a definition to the Aodyos Tod Oeov which is 
peculiar, not so much to him as to the Epistle to the 
Colossians (see above), “the mystery which hath been 
hid from all ages and generations, but now hath it 
been manifested to his saints” (to uvorijpiov TO amoKe- 
KPUMMEVOY GTO THY alovwy Kat ATO THY yevewy, vov dé 
epavepwOn Tois ayiots avrov). 

Finally, in four passages in Paul we find additions to 


the formula “by the word of the Lord” (év Ady xvptov) is meant 
to point to a single definite saying of Jesus, 

1 Tod xvptov may here refer to Jesus, but the assumption is not 
necessary. But the genitive is certainly subjective. 
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the “word.” In Eph. i. 13 and Col. i. 5 the addi- 
tion “of the truth” (ri aAnOelas), in Phil. ii. 16 the 
addition “of life” (€wyc), and in 2 Cor. v. 19 the 
very significant addition “of reconciliation” (rie 
karadayns). With the last compare the addition “ of 
salvation” (cwrypias) in Luke! We cannot say that, 
on the whole, Paul always emphasised the Christological 
element in the “word of God” more strongly than 
Luke, but there are not a few passages in which the 
emphasis is much clearer. We must also add the 
passages in which he simply speaks of the preaching as 
the preaching of Christ,? and in general we must run 


1 ‘Piua Tod Oeod is very rare in Paul. In the Epistle to the 
Romans it occurs in two quotations (x. 8, 18) and therefore Paul 
avoids the expression 6 Adyos and writes, “that is the word of 
faith which we preach” (rodr’ Yorw 7d Sia tis mictews 3 Knpto- 
gouev, X. 8), and “so belief cometh of hearing, and hearing by the 
word of God” (x. 17, 4 rlotis é& dojjs, 7 5 ako} Sid pnuaros Oeod 
[al. Xpior0d]). Elsewhere ffjua occurs only in the Epistle to the 
Ephesians. In both cases, v. 26, “ that he might sanctify it, having 
cleansed it by the washing of water with the word” (Wa airy 
ayidon Kabaptoas TP AovTPG Tod BSaros év pyyart), and vi. 17, “the 
sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God” (4 udxapa tod 
xvebuatos, 8 €or pia Geod), it is certain that fjua (without the 
article) is not chosen unintentionally instead of adyos, but as it is 
not clear what fijua relates to, it is difficult to come to a decision 
about the exact sense of pfuar: (the thought recalls John xvii. 17). 
In the second passage pia Ge05 without the article has an anti- 
quarian ring, ¢.¢. it is meant to recall the diction of the Prophets. 

2 On Xpiords xarayyércrat see p. 337, Note. In the same way 
«nptooey, Which is so frequent in Paul, is directly connected with 
Christ (=7dv Adyor [1d ebayyéAtov] knpdooew) ; see 1 Cor, i. 28, 
xv. 12; 2 Cor. i. 19, iv. 5, xi. 4; Phil. i. 15 (1 Tim. iii. 16). In 
determining the meaning of Adyos in Paul we must always keep 
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over the whole of the Pauline theology in order to 
arrive at a correct estimate of the Christological element 
in the expression “‘ word of God” in Paul. 

The combination which we have just noticed, Adyos 
€w%e (Phil. ii. 16, “holding forth the word of life,” 
Adyov was éméxovres), deserves special attention. If 
we take into consideration that the Epistle to the 
Hebrews also says, iv. 12, “the word of God is living” 
(av 6 Adyos Tod Geos), that in the First Epistle of Peter 
the new birth “through the word of God which liveth 
and abideth” (dia Aoyou evTos Beotd Kal pévovTos, 
i. 23) is spoken of, and that John not only connects 
word and life in general, but in his First Epistle i. 1 
gives the Adyos THs fwys the first place, we shall find 


in mind 1 Cor, ii. 2, “I am determined not to know anything 
among you, save Jesus Christ and him crucified” (ob yap &pivd re 
eldévar ev duty ci wh "Incodv Xpiotdy kad todtoyv eoravpwyévov), The 
preaching of the Word is called the “preaching of Jesus Christ” 
(khpvyua "Inood Xpiorod) in Rom. xvi. 25 (here, however, subjective 
genitive) ; xfpuyua occurs elsewhere in 1 Cor. i. 21, ii. 4, xv. 14, 
(2 Tim, iv. 17; Tit. i. 3); «pué (herald) as a title of the apostolic 
preacher only in 1 Tim. ii. 7 and 2 Tim. i. 11. 

1 The use of “word of God” in the Pastoral Epistles would 
coincide with the usage in the other Epistles of Paul were it not 
a peculiarity of these Epistles to speak of “sound doctrine” and 
“sound words,” or words which are “apt to teach.” See 1 Tim. 
vi. 3; 2 Tim. i. 13; Tit. i. 9, ii. 8, and elsewhere). In 1 Tim. 
iv. 5 6 Adyos rod God is brought into closest connection with prayer 
(&revis), and therefore does not here have its solemn meaning. 
This is to be found in 2 Tim. ii. 9; Tit. i. 3,ii.5; in 2 Tim. iv. 2 
5 Adyos stands by itself, as elsewhere in Paul («hpvtov rdv Adyor), 
and in 2 Tim. ii. 15 the addition rijs éAn@elas is found, as in Eph. 
i, 13 and_Col, i, 5. 
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good ground for recognising in these religious formule 
the transition to the personified Logos and the subse- 
quent transition to the Logos of speculation. 

A very vital conception of the “ word” underlies the 
two passages in which it occurs in the Epistle of James 
(i. 18, 21), “God brought us forth by the word of truth” 
(6 Bess amexinoey nas AOyw GrnOetas),! and “receive 
the inborn word, which is able to save your souls” 
(6é€ac8e Tov eudutov Adyoy Tov dvvapevoy coca TAs 
Youxas tyov). But we must not let our imagination 
be so quickened that azexincey suggests mythological 
ideas, nor must we attach metaphysical ideas to éuguros. 
“O Adyos is also used by itself in Jas. i. 22 f. (hearers 
and doers of the word). We see that this must have 
been quite a familiar use (cf. Luke, Paul, Pastoral 
Epistles). The First Epistle of Peter also uses “the 
word” twice in an absolute sense (ii. 8 and iii. 1, “to 
obey not the word,” areeiv to Aoyw). Here, as 
almost always, it means the Christian message as 
preached.” “O Adyos in the emphatic sense does not 
occur elsewhere in the First Epistle of Peter.® 

The Epistle to the Hebrews, which we have already 

1 For this expression see p. 341 (Paul, Pastoral Epistles). 

2 Note how in i. 25, after the quotation from Isaiah “but 
the word of the Lord abideth for ever” (7d 5¢ pia kuplov péver 
els roy Guava), the author continues, “this is the word of good 


tidings which was preached unto you” (rotro 5€ éorw 7d pia 7d 
ebayycricbey cis bpGs). 

3 In the Second Epistle of Peter mention is made in i. 19 of 
the rpo¢nrixds Adyos, and in iii. 5, 7, of the Adyos rod Got as the 
creative word, 
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mentioned above, uses, like Luke and Paul, the phrase 
“to speak the word of God” (xiii. 7, Nadeiy Tov Adyov 
ov O00), and thus shows that it was a solemn expression. 
In ii. 1 it speaks of the “word spoken through angels” 
(Adyos AaAnOels Sv ayyéAwv), and thus denotes by this 
phrase the Old Testament revelation. The expression 
in vi. 1, “the word of the beginning of Christ.” (6 rigs 
apxis Tov Xpictot Aodyos) is peculiar. The author 
understands by this, as the context shows, the instruc- 
tion of the Christian catechumens as distinguished from 
more advanced teaching. It cannot be decided for cer- 
tain whether Xpicrov is objective or subjective genitive; 
the items, however, which the author mentions make it 
probable that he is thinking of injunctions of Christ. 
Finally, in vii. 28, the “word after the law” (Adyos 
peta TOV vomov) is opposed to the Old Testament vomos.! 

There still remains the usage of John. Ina whole 
series of passages, he agrees with the usage we have 
already ascertained, viz. where the Adyos tod Oeod is 
introduced. It is said in v. 88 that the Jews have not 
the Adyos of the Father abiding in them (cf 1 John 
ii. 14, “the word of God abideth in you,” 6 Adyos Tod 
Qeot év vuiv uéver).” In viii. 55 Jesus says that He keeps 


1 In Heb. xi. 3 the creation of the eons is ascribed to the 
pijua Geod (withvut the article); in i. 3, a “word of power” (Sjua 
ris Suvduews) is attributed to the Son Himself ; in vi. 5, however, 
pijua Geod (without the article) is used in the same way as 6 Adyos 


tod bed elsewhere. ‘Pijva is always emphatically a word belonging 
to religious formule. 


? With this “abiding” cf. 1 Pet, 1. 23, 
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Tov Aoyov Tov Oeod (cf. 1 John ii. 5, “to keep the word 
of God,” tov Adyov Tod Oeod Tnpeiv), in xvii. 6, 14 that 
the disciples have kept the word of the Father, which 
He has given them, and in xvii. 17 that this word is 
the truth! In x. 35 6 Adyos Tov Oeov is the Old 
Testament revelation of God to the Jews (“unto whom 
the word of God came,” zpos ots 6 Adyos Tov Oeod 
éyévero). In 1 John i. 10 it is said “the word of God 
is not in us” (6 Adyos avrov ovK ear év jiv), and in 
1 John ii. 7 6 Aodyos is used absolutely, as so often in 
John and elsewhere, “the word which ye heard from 
the beginning” (6 Aoyos, dv jKovcaTre ax’ apxis). In 
all these cases we are not to think of the personified 
Logos, but of the word of God in the sense in which it 
is used by the other authors also. 

But besides the “word of God” the term “my 
word” is the one which Jesus, according to John, 
used throughout His speeches. As regards this, it is 
certainly an important fact that Mark has reported 
Jesus as saying “my words shall not pass away,” and 
‘‘ whosoever shall be ashamed of me and my words.” 
It is also certain that even in the earliest community 
men had recourse to “words of Jesus” as the highest 
court of appeal, which shows that a collection of them 
was soon formed. But yet this does not cover John’s 
use of “my word.” In John it stands alongside “ word 
of God,” of equal value and yet different. It is true 
that Jesus’ word is not meant to be anything different 

1 Cf. p. 348, Note 1. 
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from God’s word (xiv. 24, “the word which ye hear is 
not mine, but the Father’s who sent me,” 6 Aoyos ov 
aKovere ovK Cot eos GAAG TOU TeUavTOs ME TAT POS), 
but the very fact that it is not different, and that 
it is called the word of Jesus, seems to be meant to 
indicate that the word of Jesus takes the place of the 
hitherto existing word of God and embraces all, and 
indeed more than what had hitherto passed as the word 
of God. Therefore it is now a matter of importance 
to hear the Son’s word and to believe it (v. 24, viii. 43), 
to keep this word of his (rypeiv, viii. 51, 52; xiv. 23, 
24; xv. 20) and to abide in it (viii. 31). This word 
must find a place in men, otherwise they are lost 
(viii. 37); through this word (which I have spoken, 
dv éAdAnoa) the believers are made clean (xv. 3), and 
this word (dv é\aAyoa) will one day judge whosoever 
rejects it (xii. 48). Obviously it is not a question of 
individual words, although the word contains new 
commandments, nor of a group of such words, but the 
main content of the word of Jesus is the knowledge of 
the relation of the Father to the Son, of the Son to the 
believers, and the complete surrender to this relation- 
ship in love. This Jesus calls “my word,” and as He at 
the same time reveals it as the word of Him who sent 
him, the term “word of God” also receives a new 
content. In the high priest’s prayer Jesus draws out 
the meaning of this content. That is “His” word 
and the word of God at the same time! But now we 
understand why John the Evangelist ventured to bring 
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in the personal Adyog in the Prologue, however daring 
that venture was, for in the Adyos as recorded by him 
“the Son” appeared as the chief content, and so the 
Adyos could become the Adyos. 

This Adyos also occurs, as is well known, in the 
Apocalypse (xix. 13). Another specially noticeable 
feature is the use in that book of 6 Adyos Tod Acod in 
combination with “the testimony of Jesus Christ” 
() saptupia “Incotd Xpicrov), Rev. i. 2, 9; vi. 9; 
xx. 4), because it coincides with the view which we 
find in the Gospel. The paprvpia "Incotd Xpicrot 
(subjective genitive) is to be understood in the light of 
the Adyos 6 éuos in the Gospel, and takes its place 
beside the Adyos Tov Ocov as of equal value and in the 
last resort identical, though apparently different. The 
phrase “to keep my word” (rnpeiv Tov Adyov jov) 
recurs in the Apocalypse (iii. 8, 10), and the expression 
of Aoyor Tov Oeod is also found in the book in xvii. 17 
and xix. 9 (in the latter passage with the adjective 
GAnOwoi); here special words of God are meant, which 


were not yet fulfilled. 


ReEsutts 
From the Old Testament the conception “word of 
God” was understood to imply a particular revealed 
saying, intended to command or instruct. It was also 
a general term for the whole of the revelation of God. 
In Jesus’ preaching of the kingdom this whole body 
of revelation, in Jesus’ sense of the term, received its 
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fulfilment. But Jesus Himself also called this preaching 
“my word” or “my words.” In the primitive com- 
munity in Palestine (of. the negative evidence of Q and 
Matthew) the expression “word of God” does not 
seem to have been applied to the content of the religion 
unfolded in the preaching, but Mark, and to a still 
greater extent Luke, took it up, or at least afford 
evidence that it was used in this way in the Gentile- 
Christian communities. In Luke “ the word ”—without 
detriment to its general meaning as an expression for 
the whole of God’s plan of salvation which is now 
realised—is the preaching of the kingdom of God and 
the communication of all that it is necessary to know 
of the Lord Jesus Christ. This “ word” coincides with 
the “gospel,” and is characterised with reference to 
its cause, as a word of grace, and with reference to its 
effect, as a word of salvation. The “word” is so 
powerful that it already acquires a certain mystical 
independence in Luke; yet Luke does not identify it 
with Jesus, and even the expression which we have just 
used is perhaps too strong. 

In Paul the Christological element as the content of 
the “word” comes forward much more prominently 
than in Luke, although he too gives expression to the 
general meaning as well (God’s revealed will to save 
mankind). Christ (or the mystery of Christ), and 
indeed the Crucified and Risen Christ, may be designated 
as the content of the word. But besides this, Paul also 
represented Christ as the subject of the word. Further, 
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the “ word” is the “ word of truth” and the “word of 
life.” The last term especially is significant; it was 
easily understood by the Greeks, and heightens the 
religious aspect of the idea. Finally, in John the 
expression “ my word” in the mouth of Jesus is just as 
frequent and important as “word of God.” This is an 
innovation, which indeed has a certain amount of 
support in the expression “my words,” but yet goes far 
beyond the latter. It is true that “my word” and 
“‘God’s word” appear so closely connected in the Fourth 
Gospel as to become identical; but as the distinction 
is still maintained within this identity—just as the Son, 
with all his dependence on the Father, still possesses a 
specific independence—“ my word” comes to be some- 
thing independent existing alongside God’s word, and, 
since its essential content is the Son, the transition from 
Aoyos to Adyos can be understood. But this particular 
dialectic remained the property of the Fourth Gospel. 
It was not along this road that the Logos came into 
the creed of the Church. 

The result of these investigations is that the concep- 
tions “word of God” and “gospel” cannot be con- 
fined to one meaning in New Testament usage. These 
fundamental conceptions afford further-evidence of the 
evolution and freedom which is the general characteristic 


of the Christian religion. 
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